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Foreword

Beca,"e the :najcrity of Air National Guard (ANG) fighter and reconnai!:
sane units would support our NATO allies in the event of mobilization, we
must ensure that these units can Integrate rapidly into the European
theater. Toward that end. the ANG continues to seek Improvements in
readiness training as well as in areas that support the active Air Force
during peacetime.

This study begins with a review of the reasons behind the Guard's
success, thus providing a basis for examining how its fighter units train kbr
contingency operations In Europe and how these units have supported Air
Force missions overseas. Colonel Keyt's conclusions deserve our attention,
and his recommendations--although they are certainly open for debate-
represent a logical approach to future ANG pr ixns because they keep in,
mind the Guard's past achievements. r- / /

DENNIS M. DREW, Col. USAF
Director
Airpower Research Institute
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Our plans for military manpower mobilization are based upon the Total Force Policy.
established in the early 1970s. which places increased responsibilities on the reserve
component of U.S. forces.

Their priority for manning, training, and equipment raobilization is based on time-
phasing of their use in or'erational plans. In many cases, the sequence of deployment
would place reserve component units side by side with. and sometimes ahead of, the
active duty forces.

-National Security Strategy
qf the United States

A significant number of US tactical fighter and reco~maissance units
earmarked for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the event
of mobilization are in the Air National Guard (ANG) and the Air Force
Reserve (AFRES). Except for an additional 24 hours allowed for unit
activation, these units must be just as ready for deployment to overseas
locations as their active duty counterparts.' ANG fighter units with con-
tingency tasking to Europe must. therefore, be trained and equipped for
immediate integration into the NATO force structure. This study seeks to
identify the types of training and sptdcfic missions for the ANG In the
European theater that would best prepare these units to fulfili their
obligations within the context of the total force policy.

Because ANG activities should conform to the tenets of the total force
policy, this study first examines that policy and the changes in the role of
American military reserves that led to its implementation. As the United
States was completing its withdrawal from the war in Southeast Asia. the
Nixon administration introduced the total force policy in response to general
dissatisfaction with the previous administration's use of the draft rather
than mobilization of reserves to support the war effort. Just as important,
however, was the opportunity to cut defense expenditures by shifning more
responsibility to the reserve forces.2 The historical survey In chapter 2 is
useful In providing a background against which one may evaluate training
deployments and proposed missions for the Air National Guard.

Further, because the total force policy increases the possibility of the
Guard's being needed during situations other than national emergencies.
one needs to assess the effect of additional demands on ANG personnel.
Although guardsmen agree to pursue military careers simultaneously with
their civilian careers by volunteering to serve in the Air National Guard. it
is important to them that their milit aiy duties not interfere with their civilian



occupations, unless there are good reasons. Guardsmen have always been
willing to volunteer when their services are needed, but if military demands
disrupt their civilian careers too often during peacetime, the ANG may have
difficulty recruiting and maintaining an adequate number of personnel.
Chapter 3, therefore, discusses the responsibilities of reserve forces during
mobilization or activation for a national emergency, as defined under Title
10 of the United States Code (USC). The discussion reviews in detail the
circumstances under which ANG units could be called into active service-
both voluntary and involuntary-and speculates ab,,ut the probability of
their occurrence. Because activation of the reserves sends a powerftul
message to both friends and enemies of the United States, our national
leaders have historically been reluctant to take such action. This reluc-
tance, coupled with the nation's increased reliance on the reserve forces,
provides impetus to explore ways of using the reserves in peacetime without
resorting to activation.

Supporting NATO has been a concern of the United States for the past
40 years. Current discussions between the public, Congress. our allies,
and the Soviet Union about burden sharing and troop reductions in Europe
present new challenges. Consequently, training activities that prepare ANC
fighter units for action in the European theater remain a high priority with
Guard leaders. Chapter 4 evaluates this theater as an environment for
training by examining what has been done and conjecturing about what
might be done. Presently, Checkered Flag is the only ongoing deployment
program for ANG unit mobilization training. However, during July and
August of 1988, three A-7 units supported a six-week deployment called
Creek Corsair that was designed to augment Checkered Flag. Begun in the
late 1970s, Checkered Flag deploys units for two weeks of field training in
possible wartime areas or operating locations at three- to four-year inter-
vals. Creek Corsair involved deploying three A-7 units to Spangdahlem Air
Base (AB), West Germany--each unit deploying for two weeks-and was
unique in that the units shared the same supplies and aircraft for the
duration of the program. The discussion uses evidence from Operation
Plans, end-of-deployment reports, interviews, and questionnaires to help
determine whether these training activxies adequately prepare units for
immediate integration into their contingency missions upon mobilization.

Just as the ANG seeks worthwhile training experienres for its forces, so
it should-when it is able to do so---perform peacetime missions that would
enhance this mobilizat ion training. Chapter 5 explores ways that t he ANG
has supported such peacetime missions in overseas theaters, and, as in
chapter 4, evaluates two overseas programs-Coronet Cove and Creek
Kaxon. An ongoing mission deployment to Panama since 1978, Coronet
Cove uses A-7 units on a 30-day rotational basis to share the responsibility
of providing air support to US Army units defending the Panama Canal.
Despite being outside the European theater, Coronet Cove merits attention
because it is a mission deployment to an overseas area that has been
supported by the ANG on a continuing basis. Creek Klaxon was a one-year
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deployment of air defense F-4 units to Ramstein AK, West Germany,
designed to perform strip alert while the 86th Tactical Fighter Wing (TEW)
converted to the F-16. The program was unique in that it required
guardsmen to volunteer for 45 to 135 days and consisted of a composite
detachment supported nrimarily by eight different ANG units. Silce
Coronet Cove and Creek .axon are so different, they offer distinct choices
to the people who must make decisions about future activities for the ANG
in Europe.

In chapters 4 and 5. the study uses evidence from questionnaires to
supplement discussion of the four deployments. The questionnaires were
tailored for each deployment and sought three types of data: (1) general
nformation (e.g.. age of respondent and number of years service), (2)
information on the respondent's willingness to volunteer for active duty
tours of various lengths in the European theater, and (3) information ou
the respondent's views about various aspects of the deployments. Although
direct comparisons could not be made since no respondent had part icipated
in all four deployments, these instruments helped answer several questions
pertinent to this study. Specifically, the questionnaires were designed to
seek suggestions for improving the deployments, to deternine whether
units reached a point of diminishing returns after repeating a deployment,
to ascertain whether performing actual missions contributed to t he training
value of deployments, and to gauge the effect of a composite deployment
(i.e., Creek Klaxon) on the quality of training. The questionnaires, data
elicited, and accompanying commentary are found in the appendices.

Chapter 6 evaluates the adequacy of ANG training and overseas mission
deployments. First, it considers factors relative to the basic question of
whether current training deployments prepare ANG fighter units for their
wartime roles. Second, it examines whether these units are capable of
supporting future peacetime missions in the European theater and whether
supporting such missions would contribute to their mobilization readiness.

The study concludes. In chapter 7. by discussing possible futurc
programs that would allow the ANG fighter community to gain vital ex-
perience in Europe while providing valuable services to the active Air Force.
These recommendations represent both logical application of the precepts
of the total force policy and appropriate peacetime use of ANG resources.
Most important, they have the common goal of facilitating the rapid
integration of ANG fighter units into the European theater for cont ingency
air operations, as required by the total force policy.

Notes

I. Capt Greg Garner. "Mobilization of the Air National Guard.- National Guard l3ureati
Fact Sheet. 14 February 1986.

2. Charles Joseph (;ros.-, Prelude to the Total Force: The Air National Guard. 19,13-1969
(Washirigton. I).C.: Government rin ting Office. 1985), 167.

3 AFR 45 1. Puirpose, Policy, and Responsibilities for Air National Guard Mid Ai Fvut'
Reserve. 2 January 1987. 2.
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Chapter 2

Total Force Policy

Total Force planning is not new f -or the Unted Stdes: plinning to make the reserve
Componenlts a useftil part ot the total torce is as old as the Republic.

-- DOi), 'fle Guard wid Reserve
in the Total Force

One must understand the purpose of the Air National Guard within the
conltext of the Department of Defense's (DOD) total force policy guidance in
order to determine appropriate peacetime missions and training deploy-
ments for the ANG. This chapter defines the total lorce policy, traces its
development. discusses basic tenets responsible for its success, and
describes Its effect on the current general requirements, capabilities, and
limitat ions of the ANG.

Total Force Defined

The total force policy requires that both active and reserve elements be

considered part of a single US military resource and that the policy's
gidance "be part of all planning, programmin staffing, equipping, and

employing of Active and Reserve components." This policy has been in
force since 1970, when Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird said in a
memorandum to ihe services that "Guard and Reserve units and individuals
of the Selected Reserve will be prepared to be the initial and primary source

of a' igmentation of the Active Forces."2 Secretary Laird issued this directive
because of the urpopularity of the draft and the cost of maintaining an
adequate military force,

Both Congress and the general public had been dissatisfied with the
Johnson administration's reliance on the draft rather than mobilization of

the Guard and Reserve for the Vietnam buildup. 3 Historically, this
country's rcserve forces have served as the primary and, if possible, the only
supplement for its active forces. Of course, the United States will Institute
some form of conscription when It feels threatened by an enemy. The
colonists, for example, demanded that all able-bodied men tuni out to
counter threats from the Indians, and Congress has periodically passed
legislation to draft men Into service when they were needed. When the
threat is over, however, the American taxpayer has a:ways demanded a
return to an all-volunteer military and to the economy offered by a small,

active force augmented by reserve forces during emergencies. 4 Even the
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wacetliue (.Ialt trotil 1948 to 1973 (id not alter this approach to meeting
Hli niijlaV's manpower nceds. Both the active and reserve forces con-
tuitcd to recruit volunteers and used the draft only to meet any manning
dc lic it s.

9Ut' Of lIlilt 'v may well be the only practical source of additional
T,1lIllpov'et atid t'¢ltiipitiel( t'r the Air Force during emergencies. Tie highly
tee~l~h~itral ii r. of air poweI requires a much longer training period than
i. 12 we mlk inn 11uu established by Congress for recruits entering com-
i,tt. Atiowig daiy.s f'or the Selective Service System to begin supplying
',i iwr.eCs, the, Arniv could be receiving a steady supply of infantry replace-
Ti-whiS m: ibolit four nmiths.i At least twice this amount of time, however,
,vould be necessary to mai1 a basic Air Force mechanic, and about one and
oie half years for a mission -ready pilot. 7 Replacement aircraft would take
even longcr. "herefuie. because reserve forces constitute the only viable
sotrce of augnielilation for all but very prolonged contingencies. they must
be fully trained, equipped, and ready in sufficient numbers to reinforce the
active Air Force

Historical Development

Ti, Air Force has nt always favored this relationship between its active
arid reserve elements, as was the case toward the end of World War II. when
the Army Air Forces (AAF) was maklig plans for its postwar force structure.
Pro ' s, lie AAF flt that air power had made victory possible and because
olad ;tucs in t Icciiolov (e.g., long-range bombersjet aircraft, and atomic
weapi ,'n), it entvit;-iotued a large. standing air force built around strategic
bot~ bardrmint. AF planners tended to ignore reserve forces, convinced
that futre conflicts would be quickly decided by strategic bombing. Con-
seqiient ly. the ANG was not warmly received by the AAF, which at this time
was sl riggling to become an independent service, using the above rationale,
and doubted the value of a reserve air component. especially one that
answered to state governments. Nevertheless, driven by austere peacetime
budgets, postwar military plans of the Department of Defense (which
replaced the War Department) called for a relatively small, active air service
supl)lemented hy reserves. 8

The newly iodependent Air Force remained unconvinced that it needed a
well-I rained. well-equipped reserve component that it did not fully control:

Regilar Air Force officers coul see no compelling militarv Justification for these
stI, ,.ofI0oll(-d org;niizatiotis whose Iissions were entirely national. Moreover, they
('(,,I pontI t te at that. although Washington paid ninety-seven percent of the Air
(iuauld'- bills. it a Id not tell it how or when to train. Operational readiness tests
cori( m ted bv the Air For(e lar1uing 1949 concluded that. on the average, it would take
Air C;ot, d fighter it,,i,' 86.6 davs alter mobilization to become filly prepared to carry

out their prinlary opelailonal ri,,ssion.)
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The mobilization experience of the Guard during the Korean War bore out
these estimates in that most units required about three months to reor-
ganize aid train before entering combat. Units that had to reequip took
even longer. 10

I)espite these problems, Korea was the turning point in the Air Force's
attitude toward the reserves. The Air Guard's inefficient mobilization was
the result of poor planning, substandard equipment. and general neglect
by Air Force officials. Once its units were adequately trained and-in many
cases-reequipped, the ANG compiled an enviable combat record and
augmented the active forces throughout the world. More experienced than
their active counterparts. guardsmen made significant contributions, both
in combat and in various support functions. As a result, civilian and
military leadership of the Air Force began to see value in properly managing
the reserves.II

Two Air Force study groups-one chaired by Brig Gen Robert J. Smith
(the Smith committee, 1951) and the Reserve Program Review Board chaired
by Lt Gen Leon W. Johnson, commander of the Continental Air Command
(the Johnson board, 1953)-were given the responsibility of long-range
planning for the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. In addition
to reaffirming the Guard's post-World War II mandate of providing combat-
ready units, these two commissions for the first time recommended that
reserve missions and force structure be incorporated into Air Force contin-
gency planning. They further advised that flying units-equipped with
first-line aircraft-should be given specific missions and should be slated
for activation into predetermined air commands. 12 These recommenda-
tions reflected a genuine change in the Air Force's attitude since they
originated within the Department of the Air Force rather than being directed
from DOD or higher authority, as was the case after World War 11. General
Johnson reported In a September 1953 speech to the US Air Force Associa-
tion convention on what the board had accomplished: "I believe we are
going to come out of the woods and get a reserve which we have to have,
because as the regular establishment goes down, the reserve must go up
and the country must depend on it more and more. "1 3

During the post-Korean period, the ANG made considerable progress. By
1960 it had grown to 71,000 members and 92 flying squadrons. Its
missions, which had been mostly air defense and light bombardment, now
Included other tactical fighter operations, reconnaissance, airlift, and medi-
cal evacuation. All fighter units were equipped with jet aircraft, including
Century Series F- I00s and F- 104s. 14

The Eisenhower administration, determined to lower military expendi-
tures, relied on a nuclear umbrella provided by the Air Force's strategic
capability and gave the reserves Increased responsibilities. 15 This support
of the ANG and the growing cooperation between It and the Air Force
improved the Guard's ability to provide combat-ready units In an emer-
gency. However, during the Berlin crisis of 1961, the Kennedy administra-
tion was hampered by Eisenhower's emphasis on nuclear deterrence at the

7



expensc of COHn%'iitiO1;l forces-a policy that left few options other than
iieigot Lit i( )l (r 1'1.har war. Attempt ing to boister US forces within Europe
as well aS c'x)liit couv 0IViional capability. President Kennedy activated
almiost I5(),(.,() ,1 iai-dsilieU and reservists in 1961, including over 2 1,000
air . irdr lun Eight tactical fighter squadrons deployed to Europe in late
()htob-r-, lollhvd by thrcc F-104 squadrons a month later. All fighter

sqtllarons wct"r in place within 30 days of initial mobilizaion-about
one-third of the time required during the Korean conflict. 16

In spite of this dramatic imlprovement, the Berlin crisis-like Korea-
revealed shortcomings in tlhe perlormance of mobilized units. Although the
Air Force had implemented the concept of the gaining command in 1960,17

the Giiard's manning and equipment were not compatible with that of
rc lar units. Further. because deployed ANG units were authorized only
70 percent of the support equipment required ibr full-scale operations prior
to mobilization and only 80 percent of the manpower, they had difficulty
mceling acceptable operational ready rates and combat sort ie-generation
rates that were required during European exercises. Because most of the
Guiard's aircraft were no longer used by United States Air Forces in Europe
(IJSAFE) units, spare parts were hard to come by. It was apparent that
pla nners had atit icil)ated a longer period between mobilization and deploy-
ient in order to correct these deficiencies. 18 Despite the fact that the ANG
performed significantly better than it had during the Korean mobilization.
tie Berlin crisis once again revealed major shortcomings in planning.
funding. and equipping ANG flying units.

In order to solve these problems, the National Guard Bureau (NGB) asked
that gaining command (defined below) prepare Guard manning documents
that were similar to those for active units and that Guard units be included
in contingency plans for situations short of global war. Generally, planners
emphasized increased readiness and more integration with the active Air
Force following t he Berlin demobilization. 19 In 1963 a portion of AFR 45-60.
IPr(granuig. Equipping, and Maintaining the Capabilily of ihe Air Force
Readt; Reserve Forces, was changed to read as follows: -rhe objective of
(he Air Reserve Forces program is to provide op)eratlonally ready units and
trained individuals that are immediately available to augment the active
(hity establishment in the event of war or national emergency or during
periods of increased world tensions. " 2° Clearly, the Air Force intended to
use its reserves as had been envisioned following World War 11. However,
as the I Inited St ales became more involved in Southeast Asia, the resources
necessarv to solve t lie- Gard's problems in funding. personnel, and equip-
11i'clt diiniIished accordingly.

Secretarv of 1)eferise Robert S. McNamara solved these difficulties for a
small 1i1iuIl)er of Air Guard units in 1965 when he created the Selected
Reserve Force. Nine tactical fighter and four tactical reconnaissance groups
of Ilie Air (i ard wcrc selected as stratcgic reserves-units manned and
('(pliq)p(-l I w;Il inie levels and allowed increased trainingt resources. Three
VY';irs L 1 .1 tiis li ) r an 1 iilintuc i tionally provided a test of the future total

8



force policy. Mobilized for tile USS Piic'blo incident, eight of these fighter
groups demonstrated that, given adequate equipileilt aid troper planning,
Air Guard units could mobilize and deploy for combat without additional
training. All of tihe fighter groups were rated combat ready ipon activatiot.
Ultimately, four fighter squadrons from this force joined the Seventh Air

Force at Phan Rang Air Base. South Vietnmm. Fighlty-five percent of the
personnel in a fifth unit, the 355th Tactical Fighter Squadron (TFS). were
guardsmen, most of them volmileers. Gen (;eorge S. Brown, Air Force
commander in South Vietnam, stated that he had -live F- 100 Air National
Guard squadrons .... Those were the five best 1F'-10() s(Iijadronis in Itie
field. The aircrews were a little older, but they were linore experienced. and
the maintenance people were also more experienced than the regular
units."

2 1

Tenets of Total Force

With the Selected Reserve, the Air Force had finally established--albeit
on a limited basis-the re(plisites for a total force policy. When the policy
became official in 1970. the Air Force and the ANG stood ready to implement
it because they had pioneered tie concept, beginning with their experiences
during the Korean War. The Air Force haJl realized that Congress would
not fund an active force large enough to meet all contingencies and that the
reserves were the only augmentation it could expect in all but protracted
conflicts. Hence, the Air Force had recognized the need to view the ANG,
AFRES. and active Air Force as elements of a total air force long before that
policy was formalized by tie secretary of (efense. 22

Traditionally, reserve units have operated during peacetime at a fraction
of the cost of active units with the same wartime missions. This situat ion
was especially prevalent before the advent of technology associated with
modern warfare. 'he Air Force could equip reserve units with obsolete or
low-technology weapon systems and train people to use Ihem at relatively
little expense. The Air Force experimeinted with this approach between the
end of World War II and the beginning of the Korean War, when it gave
reserves suIr)lus equipment and limited funding for t railling. The outeome
was predictable: units needed three months of post iobilizat ion training
to be ready for combat.

As previously mntioned, tlie total force policy ctin-ently demands that
units of the ANG and AFRES be prepared to deploy to tlie combat areiia
and enter combat operations within 72 hours of the order to mobilize.
Except for the first 24 hours, which are allowed for inobilization of ihe
reserves. t he readiness reqluellreict,, ar tie same as those for act ire i lil s.
()bviou sly. the costs of maintaining reserves at an enhanced level ol
readliless increase proportionally. According to stutdies I)V the Ran;d (r
poratimi, all Air Guard fighter squadi,', ,f he 1960s could be operated
wit h aboit 50 percent fewer tax (ollars tliau an act ive s(qadron. mhit by the
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late 1970s the cost had risen by 20 percent. 2 3 Several factors account for
this increase.

First, the total thrce policy requires that weapon systems of ieserve
components be determined by their wartime mission and their sequencing
into combai. Since Operation Plans call for reserve units to deploy simul-
taneously with active units and, in some cases, ahead of them,2 they must
have first-rate equipment. which, of course, is expensive. The Air Force,
with congressional support, has demonstrated a commitment to supporting
the Air Guard with such equipment. 2

5 During the 1970s, some Guard units
were equipped with A-7s and A-10s delivered directly from the
manufacturer's assembly lines. Currently, most ANG fighter squadrons are
trading their F-106s and F-4s Ibr F-15s and F-16s.2 6 Consequently,
equipping Guard units according to requirements of the total force policy
is not a source of great savings.

Second, the total force policy requires that reservists maintain the same
level of readiness as active duty personnel, since they may be entering
combat beside or ahead of their active duty 'ounterparts. Obviously.
continuation training (the training required to maintain a given level of
readiness) cannot be sacrificed In the interest of economy. However, the
Guard has been able to maintain effectiveness with less training because
of generally higher levels of experience and much lower personnel turnover
rates than are found in active units. Traditionally, Guard units' high levels
of experience are due to two factors. First, the Guard has attracted people
with prior military service by allowing them to continue their military
careers in a part-time status.2 7 Second, once they are members, most
guardsmen will remain so through retirement, usually within the same unit.
Consequently, the Air National Guard has been able to maintain levels of
experience and stability that are not usually found In the active service.
General Brown's comment about the guardsmen who served under him in
Southeast Asia is germane: -rhey had done the same work on the same
weapon system for years, and they had stability [of personnell that a regular
unit doesn't have. "28 The cost of continuation training for guardsmen, then,
does offer savings over tie cost of maintaining regular Air Force personnel
at a comparable state of readiness, though not as much as was realized
before the total force policy came into being. However, as General Brown
points out. this savings depends on the stability of personnel in ANG units.

Third. personnel costs have traditionally been much lower for an Air
Guard flying unit than for a similarly equipped active unit. Although the
total number of personnel required is essentially the same for both units,
the savings derive from tie fact that most guardsmen work on a part-time
basis. Only 25 percent of the Air Guard are lull-time employees 2 they are
responsible for unit administration, supervision, and training as well as
maintaining equipment between scheduled unit activities. Although there
is no savings in personnel costs for these guardsmen, their stability and
experience have historically yielded iiigh productivity, particularly in the
area of aircraft maintenance.M The remaining 75 percent of the personnel
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in each unit train on a part-tinie basis. Iheyu iollilce to at tencd 48
four-hour training periods and perlorun two wocks ol aclive (lity field
training each year. Because this anmount of training is not a idqllae for
aircrews to operate high-performance fighiers sati-v and to uuailntaill the
high proficiency levels required by tle total for'ce polic'V, I hev are aoit tlorized
an additional 48 flying-training periods. :' s Since par -t hie guardsuinen are
paid only for the amount of time they are in training, pcisi )iiel costs
continue to be a major source of savings under the toital torcc policv.

What assurance do we have that the ANG is the bargain that it itpears
to be? One assessment of Guard capability is provided by each tinit's
gaining coniiaidl-a system instituted by the Air Force in i 960, requiring
that Guard units be assigned to one of the majo>r air coIlaids ipoll
mobilization.3 2 During peacetime, gaining coiniands have tlf i eneral
responsibility of defining missions, setting the standa ds required to sat isfy
those missions, and determining if those standards are being iiiet With
minor exceptions, these standards are the same for active and Guard units
with the same mission. Inspection teams from the gaininig collaiand jtdge
how well Guard units meet these standards, using the saiic criteria they
use to evaluate active units.33 Historically, ANG units have t)erii-ied well
during these inspections. The Tactical Air Command (TAC), for example,
conducted 15 operational readiness inspect ions (ORI) of Air Nat ional Guard
tactical fighter units during fiscal year 1988, rating nine uuiis " 'xcellent"
and six "satisfactory.'34

The concept of the gaining command has worked well becauisc it lhas been
accepted by both Air Force and Air Guard leaders. To be sun, CGuard units
are not assigned to the gaining command until after mobiliz/ation and,
therefore, are not under Its chain of command during peacetimle. Rat her,
the state governors-through their adjutants general-provide tile comi-
mand structure that plans and administers unit training programs. I low-
ever, the Air Guard leadership recognizes that meeting the standards set
by the gaining commands enhances the wor-th of its units and, conse-
quently. is necessary for continued Air Force support in terms of adequate
funding and equipment modernizat ion.5

In addition to charging the ANG with the responsibility (;f providing
combat-ready units, the total force policy also requires that the ANG
"perform such peacetime missions as are comlpatil)le with Giuard and
Reserve training requirements and the maintcnance of iol)iliz l ion readi
ness. "36 This requirement seems reasonable enough. If a (uard llnit
operates more economically than an active unit, flies capable equipment,
and maintains the same readiness as an active unit. it should be able to
perform peacetime missions--especially when those mission-s are coni-
patible with the training required for imobilization readiness. In fact, tile
Air Guard has been doing just that for years: interceptor squa(lrons have
provided aircraft and crews for continental air (lelense since 1953: Air
Guard A-7 units have provided tactical air support to inited States Air
Force South (SOUtIIAF) in Panama since 1978: {!-4 units regularly
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Stupport the Peacetime Area Recoxnaissance Program: F-4 units provided
air defense for a unit in West Germany t hat was convert ing to F- 16s in 1986
and 1.987: and tanker, transport, and special operations units support even
more l)eacetimle tlissiollS.'

7

Performing peacetime missions, however, does incur increased costs

bccause ANG personlel must be compensated for the time they spend
perfonhning them. Additional flying associated with peacetime missions
wouild also increase costs. Consequently. Ihe greater the denands of the
peacetime mission, t lie closer t he Guard unit's operating cost approaches

that of an active unit performing the same mission. This increase in

operat ing tempo can cause the Guard uinit's costs to reach a point of
(liminishilng ret urns, after which it is no loiger cost-effective to assign a

part ict ilar mission to tlhe ANG.3 8

AFR 45- . I)uipose, Policy. and Responsibilitiesfir Air Natiorial Guard arid

Air Force Reserve. addresses this matter of cost-effectiveness: "in deter-

iiining the most adivanitageous mix oflorces to ensure our national security,
all elements of these forces are considered concurrent v :o fernms of their

contribution to national security versus the cost to equip and maintain
them. " Presumably, "the most advantageous mix" implies the most
economical- mix of reserve and active forces. That is. in dletenining

whether a reserve unit should be assigned a particular mission, planners

should compare the unit's capabilities and operating expenses to those of

an active unit that performs the same mission. Today, this method of

assigning missions to reserve onits is an integral part of the Air Force
Planning, Programming, and Budget ing System (PPBS) Implemented by the
Air Force Board with the cooperation of representatives from both the ANG

and AFRES. 4
0 However, cost-effectiveness is not the only consideration in

determining missions for reserve forces.
The 1988 national security strategy published by the govennent's

executive branch cautions against burdening reserve units with peacetime
missions: "While there are specific mission areas in which the role for
reserve components can be expanded, we need to exercise care to avoid
fundamentally altering the nature of service in the reserves. " 4 1 That is, we
cannot expect guardsmen to devote so much time to performing these
peacet ime missions that they jeopardize their civilian careers or otherwise
disrupt their lives to the point that they choose not to participate in the
ANG. There are limits to the amount of extra time that guardsmen can be
expected o devote to peacetime missions.

So far the discusslon has focused on the needs of the Air National Guard.
Ilowever, lhe active Air Force also has requirements concerning "the most
a(vanltageotis mix of forces." First, the Air Force rotates personnel In all
specialty codes with their counterparls overseas so that no one must spend
an inordinate amount of time in a forward deployed unit. Presently, the
approximate mix of tactical forces is 40 percent with active stateside units,
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30 percent deployed to forward areas, an(d the rcmaining 30 percent withI
42tie reserve components. Planners who wish to assign additional tactical

lnissions alld resources to reserve iunits must consider tie consequences
of altering the balance of rotational !orces. Second, in order to give the
national leadership more flexibility, planne-s should at tempt to maintain
sufficient strength within the active Air Force so that it could respond to
peacetime contingencies without relying on mobilize( reserves. An excel-
lent example comes from the 1987-88 Persian Gulf operations. Navy
planners were no doubt slrprised and embarrassed to discover that the
active Navy had alnost no capability to conduct imineswee)ing during
peacet iue because 18 of the nation's 21 ship-based miinesweepers had been
assigned to the Naval Reserve. 4 3 Further, this matter of keeping the active
force up to strength is especially important because presidents have been
reluctant to resort to activation, for reasons discussed in the next chapter.

In stun, the total force policy has guided military force planmning since the
early 1970s, when the United Slates was trying to extricate itself from the
war In Vietnam. It came about because thc public had not been satisfied
with reliance on the draft to Supply manpower for the war eflbrt and
demanded that defense spending be reduced. The basic tenet ofthe policy
is that reserve forces be trained, equipped, and ready to be the "initial and
prinary" source of augmentation for the active forces during contingencies
or nat tonal emergencies. By adequately supporting its reserves, the nation
saves money mid maintains force structure without compromising its
overall military strength. When the policy was instituted, tihe Air Force was
ready because it had pursued the concept actively since the Korean War
when Its leaders realized that, with proper planning. the ANG and AFRES
could provide valuable, timely reinforcement. Probably the niost important
factor in the success of the total force policy has been the concept of the
gaining command, which ensures the readiness of the Guard by requiring
that its units meet the same standards as active units.

On the other hand, the total force policy (toes introduce certain limiting
factors. Because the policy demands the same degree of readiness from
reserve units as from active units, expenditures lor equipping and training
the reserves cannot be a major source of savings. The ANG's higher levels
of experience, made possible by low turnover rates for personnel and a
significant number of members with prior military service, have allowed
guardsmen to maintain the readiness standards dictated by the total force
policy even though they train on a part-time basis. The savings realized
from the part-time status of most reserve personnel can be significantly
offset by expenses generated from performing peacetime missions that are
labor-Intensive. Further, planners must anticipate the effect that adding
missions and transferring assets to reserve units will have on the balance
of rot ional forces and must consider maintaining enough active forces to

preclude the mobilization of reserves to meet most peacet ine contingencies.
In short, when planners think about possible missions tor the Air National
Guard, they should take into consideration both the strengths and limita-
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tholtv itft Ithe (hia rd wit[ tll (Ile confines of (Ilie total force policy. rememblering
thU I the purpose ol tile Lb 4oa is to auigment rather than to substitute for
H it, dwtive Air Fotrce.

Notes

I~t 15 IF 1 . Ciii'i~' Inlcy and Responisibilities for Air Nationtal Gward anid Air Force
2 Jtrujtrv 10~8T. 1 2,

C~'t~ oiI111,11ilee vii tAppropl iationt- F-qxnde-d Rolefior the Resemies arid Nationial
4. 9191 t1 ( (uIg. . -2d eM 1986. 2.
I'liriesJoseph G oss. I'relitcde to the Tot hi Force: Vie Air National Guard, 1943-1969

[W~aiingtoi V;.C.:(~)e of Anr Force Hi-storv. 1985). 167.
4 . Beninie, 1. Wilson 1II. ed., 71we Gtiard rid Resenme in the Total Force: nTe FMrs( Decade

1973 19183 (Washington. 1) C.: National Def ense University Press. 1985), 12-20.
5. Ibid.. 2:3.
G. Ibid.. 101.

7 liij lDati 13ristoI. chief. Rate-d Management Division. Directorate of Operations. Air
N~jft d: (1 ix~iid Support ('enter. Andrews AFBI. MaryLand. telephone interview with author,
7 1 % 89j

1). Ibid . 2.3.
10. lidt.. 76 8.1.

Ti ~ 1 1 7:1

12 7G .1. 7 I8

1 3 (V. GlreI. vrhjde toTotai Force." Air Force Magazine. September 1988, 102.

-~Ibid- I o9101.

Ibid., 128
1I 1,i, , 12';
1 I II~ vi , e :18.

2C.'i. 1 47: AP 45 GO. Programmiing. Equipping. arid Maintaining the Capability of
(ft, Au tj wee Reandy Hesenle F,7orces. 1:3 February 1963. 1.

21 (Quioted ini Gross. 143-44. 156-60.
'22- Ibid . 167 -68.
2:1 Ibyid.. 170.
24. OfIfice of the Pr'-sident of the United States. Natitonal Security Strategy of the United

States (Washington. D).C.: 'he White House, 1988). 22.
25. Se-iate. ELvpanded Role. 3.
26. Ix-,- E. Sliarfi. National Guiard Almnanac (Falls Church. Va.: Uniformed Services

Almanac. Inc-.. 1989). 70--71.
27. Department of the Air Force. Air Force 2000: Air Power Entering the 21st Century

(u)I (Washiington. D).C.: Office of the Chief of Staff. I11 June 1982). 362. (SECRET)
Information extracted is unclassified.

28. (.uioted in Gross. 169.
29. Irepartinients of I he Anny arid the Air Force, Annual Review of thie Chief National

Gtird l~tireati. 1987 (Washington. D).C.: National Guard Bureau. 1987). 56-57.
i30, 'gross

: AN( ; Regulatlion (ANGR) 50 01, Active and Inactive Duty for Training Management
wiithmr 11! Air Naiuial Gtiard. 1:1 . July 1988, 1 1 14.

32. r 165.

313. AP FI15- 1. 2. 41 5

14



34. Col Lawrence J. Burda, chief. Safety. Security and Inspection Division. to chief.
Natlon.'! Guard Bureau. letter, subject: 1988 Inspection Summary. 19 January 1989.

35. Gross. 165.
36. AFR 45-1. 3.
37. Capt Greg Garner, "Utilization of the Air National Guard in a Nonmob'Ized Status."

National Guard Bureau Fact Sheet, 14 February 1986.
38 "General Larry D. Welch Speaks Out," P1atior"a Guard, February 1988, 55.
39. AFR 45-1, 2.
40. Ibid.
41. National Security Strategy. 22.
42. The Military Balance, 1988-1989 (London: International Institute for Strategic

Studies. 1988). 24-29.
43. Comdr Bruce Bower. legislative liaison, Office of the Director, Naval Reserve.

telephone Interview with author. I I July 1989.

15



Chaptcr 3

Service in the
Air National Guard

A,; pointed out in the previous chapter. Ohe president's national security
stratev advises that the "nature of service in the reserves" not be fun-
damentally altered when reserve lorces assume new missions. In order to
define the phrase riature of service more precisely with respect to the Air
National Guard, this chapter explores the legal basis of the ANG's fiederal
responsibilities by examining Title 10 of the United States Code, reviews
the requirements of serving in the ANG with respect to peacetime conmmit-
ments and contingency oW igations, and surveys the ways in which Guard
units and personnel may tie mobilized or activated for federal service in
response to a foreign threat. Further, it examines the probability of the
ANG's being called into federal service, determines the most likely way that
the role of the Guard could expand without altering its fundamental nature,
and discusses how the Air National Guard could increase its contribution
to national defense.

Purpose of Reserve Forces

Title 10 USC section 262 states that the purpose of the reserve forces "is
to urovide trained units and qualified persons available for active duty in
the armed forces, in time of war or national emergency and at such other
times as the national security requires. " ' Further, the code identifies
several categories of reserve forces: Ready Reserve. Standby Reserve, and
Retired Reserve. Within the Ready Reserve is a Selected Reserve, of which
the entire National Guard is part, as are all reserve units and reserve
individual mobilization augmentees (IMA). All members of the Selected
Reserve train with their respective units and are compensated for their
particlpatlion. 2 The Sclected Reserve provides the initial augmentation of
t he active forces': and is required I o mobilize and deploy to a forward area
within a 'rescribcd amount of time.

Reservists' Commitments

People enlisting int the Air National Giard make ilhe samte basic contrac-
tual agreements as do their active duty counterparts and take the -me
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oat 1h of olice.4 The most significant difference is that, rather than making
a full-time commitment, guardsmen agree to maintain combat readiness

through part-time service by particlpatlng In scheduled unit training ac-

tivities and being available when matters of national security require

full-time service.
The code specifies that a meiber of the Selected i'eserve must participate

in "at least 48 scheduled drills or training periods and serve on active duty

for training for not less than 14 days (exclusive of travel time) during each

year. " To assure that aircrews maintain proficiency and safety. the jANG

authorizes additional training periods. Aircrews must use this time to meet

training requirements established by the gaining commands. To be sure,
under the total force policy, many guardsmen exceed these mninimum
requirements in order to achieve the increased-readiness standards re-

quired by the policy and to perform peacetime active duty missions when

their units-like those discussed in chapter 5-support Air Force commit-
ments. However, except for the additional training required of aircrews,

guardsmen who perform peacetime missions or train more than the mini-
mum period of time do so as volunteers, not because their enlistment
requires them to do so.

Mobilization and Activation

The code specifies several types of federal activation to which the Guard

is subject. For example, under Title 10 USC 672a, if Congress declares war

or a state of national emergency, the entire Ready Reserve may be mobilized
and, if needed, even the Inactive Reserve and the Retired Reserve for the

duration of the war or emergency plus six months. Although only Congress
may authorize a complete mobilization, the president, under Title 10 USC
673a, can declare a national emergency and order up to I million members
of the Ready Reserve to active duty for up to 24 months. 6 When ANG units

are mobilized under either oft hese authorities, conmmand-including opera-

tional control (OPCON) and administrative control-is transferred to their
Air Force gaining commands until demobilization.

7

Prior to 1976, the reserves could be involuntarily called into federal

service only by a declaration of war, a declaration of national emergency,
or special legislation of Congress. Recognizing that the total force policy's

dependence on reserve forces could limit the president's constitutional
authority to commit and deploy military forces in the national interest, in
1976 Congress passed Public Law 94-286, described in Title 10 USC 673b:
the president can authorize the call to active duty of up to 50,000 members
of the Selected Reserve for not more than 90 days "when he determines that

It is necessary to augment the active forces for any operational mission."8

This numberwas changed to 100,000 in 1980 and to 200,000 (200Kcall-up)

in 1986. Also in 1986, Congress gave the president the authority to extend

the active duty of selected reservists who had been activated under this
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authority lor ail additional 90-day period- 180 days Ioi l!. low ever. wit lil
24 hours he must provide Congress with his reasons fir doing t his.

A final authority under 'itle 10 USC 672b, whereby rescrvists iir v be
called into involuntary federal service, allows ser-vice seci-etaris to activate
an unspecified number of selected reservists for 15 days 1,! member per
year. In the case of the National Guard, state governors must give t heir
consent, 9 presumably to ensure that guardsmen cotild be r kt ined fo- .

state emergency should one occur during the proposed act ivat io)nI. Acco!
lng to a National Guard Bureau ba:kground paper, National Gii-rd leader-
ship has traditionally advised against the preplanred use of this provision
due to the "volunteer nature of the citizen soldier force." Inideed, because
of itle time constraint, the provision seems to have little operational valhe
unless a service secretary used it to get an early start on an anticipate-d
mobilization or activation under one ofthe other prov'isi s. Fr imt le. lfere
is evidently no Air Force directive that addresses transfer of commnand( and
control of reserve forces when they are called to active (tduk i;ltcr this
provision.

Unlike both its allies and potential adversaries, who do not l( so much
responsibility upon their reserves, the United States-bv vir-tue of its total
force policy-is likely to need its reserves in situations short of a nat ionmal
emergency. Unfortunately, mobilization of US reserve forces is likely to
send a message to both friends and enemies that is different fromn the one
intended. On the one hand, some countries may believe that such a move
indicates that the situation is much more serious than it actually is. On
the other hand, some nations may interpret it as a sign of weakness---t hat
US active forces are insufficient to meet even minor peacetime conltingen-
cies. Clearly, national leaders must be careful that they convey to friends
and adversaries the message desired.

I listorically, Congress and the president have seldom used their autlhority
to mobilize the reserves. Choosing not to designate the actions in either
Korea or Vietnam as wars, Congress last declared war after the Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor, resulting, of course, in a total mobilization. Als
discussed in chapter 2, partial mobilizations occurred for the Komran
conflict, the Berlin crisis of 1962, and the "war" in Vietnam (the latter as a
result of the USS Pueblo incident as well as the Tet offensive). 1 1

Furthermore, presidents have never chosen to authorize any porl ion of a
200K call-up for operational missions. For example, recent ope at iols ill
Grenada and Libya did not employ reservists under this provision alt hough
members of the ANG supported both military actions. 12 Likewise, when the
presence of US forces was required during March of 1988 in response to
attacks by Nicaragua on Contra base camps localed in Honduras, lhe ANG
provided airlift support with volunteer aircrews. 13 For the recent operations
in the Persian Gulf 322 Navy reservists volunteered-90 percenl of them
for tours of at least six months. 14 Alt houigh members of reserve components
supported these operations, this supporl was not mandated by a pr,-;ld'l1-

tial call-up. The secrecy required for the operation in Grenada and tie raid
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011 LIba)V is sII llit'ieit to e)(Xpldiii why this option1 was not inivoked inl those
iiistadic(cs. I 10wecVr, since dlemnilst rat ion of military presence to confirm
118it101ll ia commiitmI ent was ciit ral to b)0th file Persian ii u I olerat ion and

OW( (i~l)IOVlIiCIlt toI t 11IA MS, s('('rec(' was ol)Violi slY 1101 a1l issue. The

(lt'cisioii lce( Ilies all the mo( re significant, conisidcring the fact t hat the
Sli-vc'f )l('(' lede a mu icesweecpin g ('apalbilil y ill the P~ersiani Gu Ifand an

-I rlf and1( reslt t pp v capabi1f11t v ili I Ionditiras. Rat her t hani atit erpting to

A 5(1 'rt din the ic nasoiis why, presidentcs have n ot recsorted to a 200K call-uip,
One n iAVC(01W II I(le that otIi- r hidexecti t ivcs will ('01tinue C to lceverv relu ctant
to 1151' Ihis A 111 ilv 01! responding to in cidenhts5 that (10 nxot threat en thle
vital mlt CRest S ()the( U.nited St at es.

That8 Iiiot ili/1t ionl of the reserves is noi t t aken ligh tl bvIy tile :,lu I orit ies is
Ii r-tjII Ic fat 1 r reservists, since,( tretiiCIt call-uiips couiid easily -alter the

18 iiir of its(rvic(' ill t he rt'5e7ves5 R'Ceedl1 itnterruptinig ( lie lives and
civijlian careers ofrieservist 5 would dliscoutrage recruit ment and relent ion of'

l)(1rsoi iliel. eeyjoa-lzn the reserves' mianpower stalilty-pel-haps
theiir Lfrtatest asset. For example, ill IHistortj of tMc Mili andthc National
(;imord, joln K . Mailioii Points out that "partial rfl()hilivzat .I !-or the Berlin
crisis as, )V Korea worked1 hardship onl mny~n (uardsnwi: ." HeI goes onl io
say, that b~othI the Ar-nyx and Air Guards had (difficulty rebUildiiig after their
retc('it ion rates dropped to a low of 54. ( percent inl 19634"

Voluntary Active Duty

Al I it i tlI c rescr-ves ;I('qiisit ion ( d iiore r('slpoisibilitV v uIider the total
10(c ,r'(olic , v01 ileast's tii( ic ss5i1ilit v t hat t hey nigh t be needed to at igient
I hit ;It Iiv( fo rces. thle lpr(sp('tts fr anl iiivoli tary call-up l are remote (fig.
1). Thiert'tOre. thle futri li(r to thIli righ t onl (lie spectrum the reserv.es can

() ICrFdIt(.C withlotit requiring activat 1011. the miore valtuahle they become. In
ligh t (ill iI t i(.Iccv oftI lie i a t ih sial leadersli ip to avoid involunt ary call- ups.

itwctI i I c i I isslonI)S wil haII Ve to be mnnI ed by Volu nlIt eCrS. Spe('iically those
a ut I it ri/c( I 11111cr 'it le 10 USC 672d: "At any timue, ani att ity designatedl
I)". I It' Set'r't ar)v tot cerliell may Order a mlembler of a reserve component
miidcr his jilrisdlict loll tu a('Iiv( (liitv, or retain himl Onl active (ILIty. With the

t-tuiscnt of fihat ieniier.-f Fiiirt her, calling guardsmen to active duty-
with t hi'ir t'ow-ist itdl for niit i ally agreed -upon timre 1)Cflo(s--wolild not
('101 gc tIhe inat te of service Ini Ilie re'serves. Thiat is, if guardsmen felt t hat
goinig t)in act Wc (1ilt1Y at a pad itnIla r t ime woul i1n t erfere with their lives or
(.;Irt-(rs, thecy siillV*% wold riot volttitecr.

I li'st t rk.i('iv. on r lc;('a(rs h ave asked reservists to volmtt teer duiring con-
flicts l. at iotial c('iniegemlics. or periods of increased tension becfore resorting
to miobilizadt ion. Furthlermiore, tinder the volunteer provision of thie code,
lic AN(. 511pplled tanker sitiplport for i lie Libyan raidl andl airlift support for
t'u ( ;l-ci 01(18 and( I lonltti-ati 0 1 w(ra tils, XvIiiIe the Naval Reser-ve providedi
25 pt' ret I ftlt ii (''' th i ping ef11rt in tHie P ersian GitIlf. We have every
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reason to si sped t hat Ili s t rendI will conit inue iiii tie ftttire. even for
silall-scale corithet s. Ind(eedl, Air Force 2(JOU---a stul(Iy thiat 1)Ioject5 air
p~owAei at tl1w start of tl1w next cciit ry---ohserves thiat -relying onl voltiit ary
service 1by ANG uii it nietitb~ers" is, a viale optionl for- uwlet ing our nieeds ill

High Peacetime Presence
Surveillance

Show of
Force

Low

Probability Cnlc
ofLi ie

Occurrence Wr Cnetoa

VlnayWar Strategic
Act iv eO utyV 200K Nuclear

Mobilization

Lw Use of Reserve Components Hg
Low Hig

LEVEL OF VIOLENCE

Figure 1. Spectmrin of (nirct.

Certainily. t ire Air National GuardI sliourIkiriot forgo its resp~onsibility of
pre)arinig uitis For iinol)ilizat ion,. 1)111 it sliotiI(I Ibe 1)repare(l to supply
voluinteers whent askedI an( the(reby~ increase its wort Ii to thle niationial
sectirit y. If the demiiand( for aigiiiciitat ioni is riot extreme, at suirchient
iiiiin-er of volteters cotl~ 1(1 onic froin iiltS assigiie(l to~ the F irst Air Force,
whiose air de-fenise iiiissioti is 1wrl'orne(l st at esidle--ott en at hiomte loca-
tOInS-allR'(11qures onily a sixiall p~ortioni of a uniit's resources. lFurtlicrinore,
1 miit 5 assigiie(l thec taniker or airlift iiissions can suppIort liiitedI opecrat ions
ili overseas locations f'airly easily withi voluniteers. Th'leir air-craft are large
enoughi to carry thec reqirei-fl support eqliiipmnieiit arid] j)ersoinel atl(l canl fly
lonig (list aices wit lioti t refin elig.

'I'a(tical fighiter iiinit s, howeVer, wouild hiave (lilffiuIt y aligneit ing
lweacet iniie tiiissiotis overseas, sin(e thIey iiee.(1 suil)port fro)l b)othI tanker and(
airlift aircraft. Consceitily. act ive (It ity perio(ls liiniied to a few dlay's p~er
it i(fvid Itmal[---comiinon aioni g air dlefenise. t aniker. and~ airlift ii iit s---are not
as practical fI[ figl iter 1ii nt s becwai se. of ilIre ('ost s of dleloy*ilient aridt
11-mIisp()n-tat lu. PHirt h1er,thrisroasrnehtvluer aneaic
;111(1 511 I)I)ort f)er1-soi i iel will hiave thre iiix of skills n ecessar ,v to supll)or-t a
lighiter operation. Nevertlicles's, as we will see, (?oroneut Cove ando Creek
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Mlaxon denionstrate that it is possible for the tactical fighter commnunity to
pert-Orn Air Force conimitimnents in overseas areas during peacetime. Since
about 25 percent of tactical forces and 50 percent of tactical reconnaissance
are sup~plied by the AN~G,18 the national security would certainly benefit
fromi an Air Guard capable of deploying tactical fighters to forward locations

h Cling1 0I) Volunteers.
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Chapter 4

Mobilization Training

The )rimarv nmssion of the Air National Guard is to support wartime

requirein ' of t tie Air Force. ANG fighter units help fulfill this comlit-

ment by training and providing combat flying units and qualified personnel

for active duty through programs such as the two discussed here-Check-

ered Flag and Creek Corsair.

Checkered Flag

Tactical Air Command established Checkered Flag to give its units and
TAC-gained fort es the training and experience necessary to conduct opera-
tions from forward deployed locations. 1 The program reflects TAC's general
peacetime mission of keeping its units ready to deploy to forward areas
quickly to begin operations in support of the theater comander's war
plans. In the broadest sense, any activity that contributes to a unit's ability
to mobilize, deploy to its assigned location, and conduct effective operations
there could be considered Checkered Flag training. Because units can be
assigned a variety of t raining sites, missions, employment concepts, proce-
(Ires, and host -nation support facilities, TAC cannot staitdardize readiness
training requirements for each unit. This situation may be further compli-
cated by host nations who, for political reasons, may refuse permission to
train in particular areas.2 Consequently. TAC expects conmmanders to tailor
Checkered Flag programs to suit their units' particular circumstances.
These programs arc validated through unit effectiveness inspections (UEI).3

As established in chapter 2. inspections of ANG units are the responsibility
of the gaining command (TAC, in this case), and Guard units must meet
lie same standards as active ones.

Each unit must develop its Checkered Flag program within the framework
established by Headquarters TAC and must include certain elements:
commander visitations, honie-station training, and deployments to the
iinit's Checkered Flag training site.4 Although this discussion considers
gencral aspec'ts of (coniiauder visitations and home-station training, it is
primarily concerned with Checkered Flag deployments ofANG fighter units
to F'i irope.

Visilation gives commanders and supervisors the firshand knowledge

they need to customize their units' Checkered Flag training programs so
Ihat they address mission requirements. That is, visitation allows them to

23



I I rvtr, ( Alt kr It, Iti I 1 lw'.it iot ns mid d i(istlss mat ters face-I o-face with US

^ll F t,1, ,'1.t nka1il01m spoiisoring units.> Each teai, led by the unit
cotlllll. lihi,. xmit [ I t' ait IS to 24 mnontl intervals, making stops at
I1 I " I A*l. F .lj lht rI ,1(ltt' NAt( ) taisking I IQ. and the designated USAFE

I,:ILI ril-i ort It pi tseed ii i to their (Ctieckered Flag training loc'a-

H .IS11 li 1t I, t - AF visit w.ill include briefings on European airpower.

c't-ttit l (ttl( Y l- 1 o r.ti. a m l( I conitrol. aI(l tlie CO [collocated operating

1)i'-tvr ,t ... 'I he overiall intent of the visitation program is to clarify

(I c'milllii, ri , ' 1I lI cir statfsi ie w arinie role of their tnits. Thts, they
will ltalxc tilt. k(k r l'(id necessarY Io plan and manage training prograis
H1111l ;Id1-'(jti11t('lv p)lpare tlleir unaits f")rc(onlbat.

A ltmil irtttirttii l)-rt of li()ne-station training is the readiness briefing.

i il t I , i , t '- it i ti lilbers wit lit heir mobilizat ion responsil)ilities. The
!1 , , i:1 , tcii to a ire'rews withii three months of their becoming

"-I TI, I'v. 1(; i11H poul pcrsotnel xvithi n six months of their arrival oil
l,,'PI tI, A i ti , tmtillY t -hereafter to all unit personnel. Generally, this

ii, ,i (tts ,:t tilmlil)ers with what to expect should the tinit be
t ,, rii/.I, lths, t itt, biliti'g covers the various aspects of* mobilization
!iii itliitl ,ill titl iratltion and ix-processing, through unit deployment

1,1 ai i; tl' -i'at genicratioln. and actual routing to tile deploynent
I It I, i. (I I h11c (ltklils of operating in the assigned theater of operations. 7

Aicitxvrw ott.!! ,is. l)wever. are held to a higher standard of knowledge
i til ;nic ipport ptc'rs)niel. Wit hin 90 days of becoming mission ready at

their hlonic stations. O hev itust meet and pass a verification board. This
i.rI t sist s oI unlit supervisors in functional areas (e.g.. plans, Intel-

liatl,.cm x,, t.tits, Md ta 'tics) and is chaired by tle squadron commander
-I (> t)1.11 iits oflfitr. I)uring this session, an aircrew member must

dctlitost tlt( all t1liderstand(ing of all aspects of the unit's mission by giving
;I r(ictif ig tfrit ('(o'ers the basic elements of the unit readiness briefing, with

ti t~liais ott tact i's and em)loymenii in the intended theater ofoperations.
ltecx;azirft 1t11,i1 aslWers (lestions from the unit "experts- in the various
liiAi (. ;tiit-as. Altcr passing an initial verification board, crew members
tlllittaiilI l -i kati s )y part ici)atii g in a unit readiness briefing or another

\,tIltIiti' 5 Vi'li' itioni board at least annially. 8

it ¢dertiottlltat, their proficiency in mobilization by passing opera-

ti I~ ~, ; '~0~(iispet i'is (OR) condt 1 ed )y tie gaining command.
1)l-; c,.t i v;llv il(.ltt(le' uiiit recall. nobilization processing. aircrail genera-

l',I . I, at' 111., c(Iuuilimint pallatizing, deploynient (actual or simulated).

;11( 1 t ;1 if t 1 i) ti t tt io i of tlle t init's ability to operate using only equipment
)(1-1110', 1("1 to )bilitv ;and spare parts drawnt froi tile init war readiness

-pt ii, k-, lo (WSK}. Althou1gh units need not leave their home stations
Ii 11L tlhst ifisp'ctions. lniiaiy actually deploy to another location-su-

.d1!, , Ii1141d I;ili lig sit(e."

I t- ( i" Cieckered Flig, l id'r TA('s tactical (eployments program, 1s
1th, , I 's 1,, c ;(l( recgular tlheaier training forANG fighter units. Each year
I A( i,>iv, ,- i t ; tI-o etc, I ct t ) develop tie tactical de ploymeinit schedule and
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to 1)111)1151 its air tasking order. whlich'is d(istiriblik id (( ali pllt iciparit 5.

Units, then b~egin planning so tliey ('al comly\\h this o er and thle
sulpportedI ('oliill~d's (FJSI\FE. I- Firop-aii dc~l l~t~'11 sJil ; ixcisc ()pera -

tin['al Ola) l)Noritiv~, /\NG imiits mi ppm rt six h) 'i~ '-m 11 (le-II(loV-

mlits to Europ01e ie- veatr-{)r abIou~t one evrcllre( yearsl ' 111 111d(ivid118

exvery tI'Mi r years.
1T) pr'epar'e Ior tacit ica~l (Iep)oyilicills. scIi'ol i110 unt~a1rio- Ioiii

o~perationis ando thle slipport areas (d illtuit ll'- '-orrv 111(1 ]h)isl 1(5
cndullct a site~ sllrv('V tlec to six illti 1)f111 ho tI'pi viu)'1112itmi

partied by a re k rese1t alive lrFomi thli Air Nat ii Ild Citrd Si cprt('ntr
(ANGS) stall.1 thle Surveyv tearil visits, Hit' ('1ec kci tn Il. I tmiliiig'sile and1
ilnsle'ts thlaoiiist (eei~e l(ti' Ili h' ,ii'15iitl((1 u))t:

the p)lann~ed1 exercise. It* iieo'essar , . the tect11l (i' ililiids ('11;tlges ill I lic
sizing of' thle (ICIolVilit or ill sulpport rejlr'ito ttSAIFF. and( tlie-

appropriate agell' 01 lt'8( lqtpiarters IAC. -

'Thle tac(t u'a ldeployinel it it sell lbril gs t C)g('tI irr81 al sipccIs thc ( 1ie('kt'rcd
Flag prog.rami by allowling tile iinit to J)1ac'tice- liii' ('1(1 11its it WMi ld e Xpccl
to be tasked to pelfriilr ilit were rllobili/t'il during ai crisis - ii l ht riecall
to dePloying to a Forwardl area 811(1 (0llilt(tg ii olt'rtit hIs~ I tply
requiiires t hat as 11181W people as lposlhI part icipaite. Ain ' i ( 1~nI
creI ['lag rieplovnient lasts two weeks and consis,-ts ot 81)1)! m81.t'iVd 250) to
270 people, 12 ali-erall . abouit 25 pilots, and( a v~r()I stiltpor ig
eqiinleit.f *Ih Ihlrough plartic'ipat ion inl theater rviucie s, I lie AN(, ac-
comlplisles this~ traininig while sup)or'tinlg tile oet lld , j(iiii ( itiets (I-t Stall

exercise objectives. 17 llHese pi'ogranis ilt egrat I (ii; d umii l it ile(

sector operations (enters (80(7) and alliedl ta('tca (81 plt iolIs (''lies

(A'l(C), whlichl Voi 1( have t asking ait loritvylu i(ii' he milt (ll 1'ig xvarWti- ile 8

Normally. uinit s are ('eer'ised inl all aspects ()tI- Hic'ir ill t li de( wart itrie
Tilissiolis. inci('d(ilig surge op~eratin and1 81 sinilat('( uli('nial warf-are
(cmW. l(

, l'hie Checkered Flag queist 11ia ire (a ppenidix A) 11(1 sever; il go als: (1) to
(det ermine flow thle respondoents5 valiuedl the 1rIiing It 1ev rec'eived1 o11
C heckeredl Flag deplo)ym ents,. (2) to solic'it respondenIi ts' flelin gs o11 t he
effectivenless ol' id ivilial lilllit 5 ill plann1 in g a1n( m111naging ~ I liese deploy -

menits,. (3) to juidge whethter i 11111 reac' at 8 oiii t of dumnisl iig ret irnis atlter
('01111 )let ing several (2ieckered Flags, and (4) to gauige respontunt ' l et'liligs
conlcernlinlg longer dephw~vnent s. One 5110111( bear ill intd I hiat l)('(atise thle
rcspondents cm'n ie hIi 1 several i\N( uinits,. thei' i- espontis(' are I ased (ill
many1l dllereiit (1cploYmnlut 5.

G'enerally, resp~ondents werec very '"v.pcricnlct' at iiit (l'j)O\'liii!. iii
h lat cich person had( part lclaelill t! - e dcle)oy~lIt titea''~vi twl

of wich were Checker-ed Hlag e-xerc:. -, Wliezi asked to (ohitic thi,

tran~g vli' o~h('cer ag tothatol d he ixi1i'',c 6rh2 pittlIl
of the( respondoenit- slsted it l'irsl 1)0 7!, c-c tra iilp her Iii (,I
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second, and about 11 percent placed it last. Virtually all respondents who
gave Checkered Flag a top rating did so because wartime mission training
took place in the environment where they would be assigned should an
actual mobilization occur. The most coinion complaint of the few people
who put Checkered Flag in last place was that the program was not well
organized.

Similarly. questions 12. 13. 14. and 15 were designed to deternline
whether the respondents found their experience valuable. They overwhelm-
ingly agreed that the exercise was challenging and that they would volunteer
for future Checkered Flag deployments. Further, their responses indicated
that this deployment gave them a sense of accomplishment and that the
training was superior to that received at home. Because the respondents
ranked these deployments higher than others and other types of training
and indicated a willingness to support the program, they evidently hold
Checkered Flag in high esteem.

Hlowever. respondents were not so complimentary about their unit's
ability to adequately plan and execute a Checkered Flag deployment.
Although most people indicated that their unit ran a "smooth operation"
during the deployment (question 17), over 46 percent of them felt otherwise.
Indeed, when asked whether their units had major problems during a
Checkered Flag (question 18), just over 50 percent of the respondents
indi.,ted that such was the case. Furlher, the most often-stated need for
improvement in response to question 22 was that the deployment needed
better planning and organization. Evidently, then, although most respon-
dents valued their Checkered Flag experience. a significant number felt that
their unit's handling of the exercise could stand improvement.

Question 19, which asked whether successive Checkered Flag deploy-
ments became easier to conduct, was intended to determine whether a unit
reached a point of diminishing returns after completing several deploy-
ments. Although 57 percent of the respondents felt that their unit improved
with each deployment, 43 percent either disagreed or were uncertain. This
proport ion of negative responses. together with the number of respondents
who felt that their unit's performance needed Improvement (see above),
suggests that units have not reached a point of diminishing returns. For
that reason, authorities should reconsider their proposal to reduce the
frequency of Checkered Flag deployments to one every four years.

Last, over 31 percent of the respondents felt that Checkered Flag deploy-
ments would have been more valuable had they been longer, while about
53 percent felt that no increase was necessary. The average length sug-
gested by respondents who felt that the deployment should have been longer
was about live weeks.

Respondents were also asked to suggest changes that would make
Checkered Flag deployments more valuable (question 22). As mentioned
earlier, most people recommended better general planning and organiza-
tion. Further, aircrew personnel mentioned problems Integrating Into the
European theater, feeling that they needed more flying training that would
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familiarize them with the theater rather thani inchlding events that could
be practiced at their home station. Other respondcnts (ite(d problens with
the NATO command and control structure and (ie neced for better c)-(ihi1,-
tion with NATO tasking agencies.

Incidentally. although members of the 174th Tactical Fighter Wing of
H lancock Field, New York. were not aniong the respondents to) the quest iolu-
naire. the unit apparently enco it ered pro)leIs siInilIr to tI Iosu el'l I io II' i

above. For example, the after-action report of Coronet Rocket, the units
1987 Checkered Flag deployment to West Gernmiav. cits a iced for
orientation flights followed by a gradual buildup intot lie exercise scenario
because the number of sorties required by the exercise fail(ld to satisfyV 1he
unit's training requirements. The iniit had only mearginal success at solvi g
this problem through unit-tasked training sorties because of the exercise's
airspace restrictions. The report also mentions proibienis in coorli1)otio1
and command and coni rol with the NATO tasking ageui .- --specificallv. wit h
airspace management and trying to control too many aircraft ()n a single
frequency in a conmmnications-jamming environment. "11 n repl)rl con-
cludes that "the overall result of this entire process was a low confidence
in the ATOC's ability to properly task and control CAS [close air su'portI

assets in a wartime environment. 20

In summary, Checkered Flag is an all-inclusive progMram inuplenlented by
TAC to ensure that its units maintain the readiness and capabilities
necessary for all phases of their wartime role-from deploying at mobiliza-
tion through employing in support of existing war plans upon arrival in
theater. Questionnaire results indicate that ANG members think highly of
Checkered Flag in comparison to other deployments and other types of
training. The problems they found in the program should probably not be
considered shortcomings but areas needing more emphasis. For example.
a problem in coordination between a deployed unit and a tasking agency
does not necessarily indicate that Checkered Flag is fundamentally flawed
or I hat there is something wrong with either the unit or the tasking agency.
Rather, the unit and agency more than likely just need more prat ice and
better understanding in this area-sonething that probably cannot be
accomplished by a two-week deployment every three or four v-ars.
Likewise, many respondents' complaint that their unit had difficulty plan-
ning and conducting a smooth Checkered Flag program also indicates a
need for more frequient (leploymenlts.

Creek Corsair

I nlike Checkered Flag. administered bv TAC. ('reek Corsair was an
ANG-sponsored deployment. It was supported by three A-7 aircrafl uinits:
the 12 !st Tactical Fighter Wing. the 185th Tact tcal Fighter (rou p ('FG).
and the 150th TFG. The 52d TFw of Spangdahlern All West Grlany,
hosted the six-week deployment, which took place in July and August of
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1988. Each unit deployed for two weeks and was responsible for opera-
tional A'heduling and maintenance support (luring this time. In an effort
to keep transportation costs to a niilinium. units shared aircraft and larger
supI)port eqlliplment b turning these items over to the replacement unit on
each rotation. 

21

The planners of Creek Corsair sought to provide the participating units
with training in tlhe Eriro ean environment and ac(quaint them with NATO
and UISAFE l)r(x~edures. 2

& Accordingly, their plan called for the A-7s to fly
Inissioui-ilitegrated sorties with lhe host nil's F-4Gs and F-16Cs. In turn,
(:reek Corsair allowed NATO tasking agencies and planners to become

lniliar wit h A-7 capabilit lies, since none of these aircraft are pernianent ly

as;signed to i le theater. From the onset, planners wanted Creek Corsair to
(-Moiplenmelnt rathe;r than replace unit Checkered Flag training. For that
r,-asm)i, tihe pro ' ject enphasize(l operations and maintenance support in-
slead oftraining guardsmen in all phases of unit activity, as does Checkered
Flag. liy restricting the nlmml)er of personnel involved and thereby reducing
Ilh( (()st oft he deploynment. the planning team hoped to 4ay tile groundwork

ald aquire the expertise for fut1ure Creek Corsair cxerr '.. 2 3

A t emnporary unit-Detachnient (I)el) 7. Air National f'.uard Support
Cent er---was act ivat ('d ori he planning and execution of Creek Corsair. I)et
7 was manned by six people assigned for the c(ourse of tle deployment:
(()nmIaluder. operations officer, intelligence officer, maint enance chief, first
sergeant, and supply monitor. 2 4 They provided continuity for the deploy-
uncut and support oft he approximately 225 people in the three A-7 units.2

!
5

Although tle two projec('ts are not entirely comparable. the ANGSC staff
eslinatcd t hat the total cost of Creek Corsair was less than a Checkered
Flag deployment for one unit. In addition to the cost-cutting measures
mentioned earlier, planners avoided much of the expense of triansporting

l)ersonnel to tile theater on military airlift or commercial flights: instead,
lhev used ANC'J KC-135 tanker aircraft on navigational training sorties.
Further. personnel costs were tilet by using annual field training fluids
no rmallv earunarked for guardsmen's two weeks of annual training. 2 6

'Tle maintenance andi support plan called for each unit to supply two
A-71) aircraft. The 185th TFG also supplied an A-7K--a two-cockpit
A 7 -- bringing OLhc total to seven aircraft. Furtherniore. this unit furnished
largtr. A-7-umnique support and test equipment as well as a scaled-down
wlr re:1diness spares kit-act umlly a mission support kit (MSK)-and supply

ptcrsoliml to manage it for the course of the deployment. The 52d TFW
t (vided conmrmon Sul)port equipment. facilit ies, and the usual administ ra-
tiv-, and sml)pporl services of a host unit. ANG assisted by allocating two
( I Is for dtl)l(viient oltli support ('quipmenlt and two for t h re(eploy-
mi(l, in addition to scheduling le KC- 135 used to transport personnel.
[Itsl, ea0h mimit leploV''d 35 malntenhance personnel and 15 ulpport people
If()ml a van-Itlv f o l lun(-l(tl loal a reas.

2 7

Ini I c are',a o ol)('rlio s. each unii dil('l)y(d wit h 12 j)il(,ts suppoterld )y
Six i)('01)l('- two fIoiii i1(' Sll)l)ort. two tronm intelligence,. and two from
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operations admitlist ration.28 Each pilot reCeived a local-area briefing and
a supervised first flight to acquailni lIini with tie flying area before proceed-
ing with niore demanding sorties. Tlv then began a seven-sortie prograin
that had been developed with the help of tle ANG Fighter Weapons School
in Tucson. Arizonia. In fact. ail instiuctor froll tle school served as the
weapons officer throughout the deploymelt. 29 Mission events consisted of
low-level flying; interdiction wit h Wild Weasel (F-4G) support on the USAFE
electronic warfare ranges: nixliuin-risk departures and recoveries; air
combat training (A(F) against F-16s, F-4s, and F- 15s: and integrated
hulter/killer illissiolls with tile Ilost unliit

On Wednesday and Thursday of the seiond week, tile A-7s practiced
conbitned operations wit ti ot her NAFO players in a locally generated gradua-
tion exercise. After a mss briefiig, pilot,; assumed alert status in tile

aircrafl shelters, awaitil taski-gorders bv t'lephone or radio, just as they
would duhring wartinie. 'The 15011h TFG, perlornned this exercise iunder
siniulated cheniical warfare coniditions, using ap)ropriate clothing and

3 2
equiptilelit.,

Responses to tile Creek (orsair questionnaire indicate that the quality of
tile training was ver, high and that participants felt tihe experience was
valuable to Iheiii. For the pilots, this attitiude is probably due to three
fIaclors. First. tile ANG pilots uinderst(d the need to be familiar with the
European environment. Aside fr-om the fact that they would be fighting
there after mobilizatioI, tliese pilots needed to be able to operate in the
conigested area created by the large numnber of NAFO aircraft operating daily
in the theater. li their Operation Order (OpOrd), Creek Corsair planners
noted the ilherenit training opportunities provided by this sit uation: "Air
threats will be provided l)y any NATO and USAFE aircraft while living in t he
low flying area. This I lreat is always present and uncontrolled."1 3 Second.
fighter units like tie 52d TFW, which operate continuously ili the theater,
tend to develop workable procedures. By operating with this unit in the
NATO structure, AN(; pilots learned valu able techniques. Third, the seven-
ride prograni dcveloped iii conjunc'tion with the ANG Fighter Weapons
School stresse'd Ilic most efcIt'ive ways () using the A-7's capabilitis iii
Europe (hiring warti me. I'le program allowed )ilots to practice mission
clenients In sorties of increasing dii ty. Maj Hugh Sloan of the l)et 7
st aI onllmlented oil t lis (oicept of'I rainimg:

('reek (corsair provides a ra;l world tiamework into which le Air l'orce and Air Gmiard
lit the (oisideralble plamilig. living mnd siipporl trainig. Iliat invest ient is realiz '
in a series of basic. bhildinfg block missiois which are assembled over a Iwo week
p'riod of incrleasinglv (1h;kIlefigIng flights inlto the 10111 composite exercises. lhis
experien'e ti ;Asforms everv living I hir Into a geographic and coordinated mision

exfperiel( e We I'lIt a(liev e in lev realist ,,eilicns-t .gs ,

It Co Wailer Wick. conimander of Creek C'om sair. insisted lhat le
d(Ililovllclt platlil, provide t ir ;Is, muci 'i iltcroperabilily with NAI'T)
agemciies amid ISAII' iiiit s wis l))hssiIlc. The p)lta inggroup discovered Ihat
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the allied tiI tical pc -r! i (w (centers of both the 2d and 4th allied tactical
air tolret's were iunamiliar Nvith the current wartime capabilities of the A-7
llid its potentil Or tasking. Consequently. the Det 7 weapons officer gave
icliigs to t lhe app)opriate stall' rs at these agencies as well as those at

';.,; l a 1 ;t(lqlarters.
iii CLIaltion of l)D1 7 intelligence with host-unit intelligence was also built

iik 'ie plai. ihe 52d" TFW intelligeiice officer gave Del 7's counterpar a
,"n)ili-j1lie isive ii'lig u, ntheate" thi-eat and current intelligence, which
,1-c(" ired te laitcr to t rail tils staff and provide theater orientation for the

o iniiinl iitii s. "l'hroiliotit the deployment, Det 7 intelligence personnel
parlticipalted in the host uimt's intelligence training. The Det 7 intelligence
Alicer reciprocated by l)itsenting a training session on ANG-unit intel-

lieience operations, so that 1the host-unit intelligence officer could better
understand the ANG. Furthermore, an A-7 pilot briefed the 52d TFW
intelligence officer on ,.-7 capabilities, thereby improving the host's ability
to assist in tile planning of inegrated imissions.3 6

Of courze, the real test of interoperability took place in the air. By
attending [riefings and flying integrated sorties, Det 7 pilots vere able to
Ilnderstand and experience host-uni, tactics and pilot operations in a
demanding training environment. Conversely, the 52d TFW aircrews and
NATi() taskting agencies were better able to understand the ANG A-7"s
catlpibilities and its t;'ctical possibilities for wartime. "3 7 According to Maj
,",v Rice, )et 7 operations officer, Trrain as you will fight and, if possible,

with thse you will fight alongside. Creek Corsair affords that opportunity
to i-. Air National G-ard, U.S. Forces in Europe and our Allies."3 The
tprvjet,-. afer-act ilI messages suggest that Creek Corsair did in fact meet
its primai;ry l)jective of providing ANG A-7 pilots with realistic training
opportimiies in ilie European environment. Productive maintenance ef-
lorts and unusuallv good weather allowed the three participating units to
neet or exceed the planners' goals for numbers of sorties and flying hours,
and ;ill but one of the 36 deployed pilots completed the flying training
Ipro )ral. 39

Responses to the Creek Corsair questJonnaire (appendix B) show that the
deploynient was wort hwhile. Over 70 percent of the respondents rated the
proJect first or second among the exercises in which they had participated.
This finding is particularly significant since over 76 percent of the respon-
dents had also participated in Coronet Cove, and almost 60 percent had
been on Chekcrcd Flag deployments to USAFE bases. Further, an ex-
aininial ton of t he (ata fron the perspecltve of the two major occupational
spe('iall ics- pilot s a 1d inlail t enance sitpport personnel-revealed t hat over
70 p,rciit oft lie resl)ondents in each group ranxied Creek Corsair In either
firsli -;ccoiid place. Arid a direct comparison of Creek Corsair with unit
4',cukred ilal deplynoyments showed Ihat tlie respondents felt tle two
exrrcies were a)mit eqlal ill valhle.

I'he iespomideiit, favrablle attli ide toward Creek Corsair indicates that
Ie deol(wnicin planneis achieved their 'riinar- objectives. That is, par-
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ticipants valued being able to do real-world training in the area where they
would likely be deployed and considered the time spent integrating with
NATO facilities and USAFE units worthwhile. Of the three respondents who
judged Creek Corsair the least valuable of their training experiences, only
one had a valid criticism, feeling that the full capability of the A-7 was not
incorporated into the tactics of the host unit's mixed packages. Of course,
the project planners had identified this problem and attempted to correct
it. This weakness was also cited in response to question 22, which solicited
suggestions about how the deployment might be improved. Questions
12-19 also sought general reactions to the deployment, suggestions for
changes, opinions on supporting future Creek Corsairs with volunteers,
and the value of the training. Although responses were favorable in all
areas, more than half of the respondents felt that major changes needed to
be niade in future versions of the project.

Quest ions 20 and 21 were designed to gauge respondents' feelings about
the length of the deployment. No general consensus was evident here-25
percent indicating they preferred a longer deployment. 40 percent believing
that two weeks were sufficient, and the rest undecided. Among the respon-
dents who wanted a longer deployment, the average suggested length was
six weeks, although many preferred a four-week stay.

The following is a sampling of respondents' suggestions for improving
Creek Corsair. They should probably be considered lessons learned rather
than criticisms. (1) Although Creek Corsair took place in Europe, the
number of maintenance people allotted for the deployment was more in line
with the number required for a stateside deployment. In the continental
United States (CONUS), aircraft usually operate from a maintenance ramp
and are in close proximity to each other. Here, line chiefs riding around In
trucks can adequately supervise flight-line workers, since they can see the
entire operation. In Europe, however, aircraft operate out of hardened
shelters and are often spread hundreds of feet apart. Most of the Creek
Corsair maintenance people recognized that more of their number were
needed In this environment to make the operation safe, especially during a
chemical warfare exercise. (2) Creek Corsair's flying schedule proved
difficult for the maintenance and support personnel, usually calling for
three two-ship sorties to launch in the morning and three more in the
afternoon. Furthermore, afternoon launches were often delayed to match
those of the host unit, as specified in the training plan. Consequently, the
single-shift maintenance day often exceeded 10 to 12 hours. 40 Many
participants suggested that the flying schedule should be fixed and should
permit no deviations. Others proposed that Increasing the number of
aircraft would allow maintenance to have aircraft ready for the next day
without working those from the latest launch. Of course, additional aircraft
would have Increased deployment costs and violated a cardinal rule of the
planners. (3) Despite the planners' efforts to the contrary, many pilots felt
the need for better understanding of the A-7's capabilities by theater
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(')ti1)~!1l 11d cmi)l- atgelicies andi~ ,iigi.!estcdI possible soluition~s (: ce

IIs. 'ircc ( Xws air pIUX1('(l to bc a wvortliwliilc atnd poptilfar eloymeint.
HYVIi iS11 11)[ u (I s811i ai tc d C 1 pr rat hertIharithe cut ire

11110, IcuT~( iIlliciiliing thle shaing of' aircraft and equI-ipment, and b~y

~~i~wu~that AN(; laiikers on1 rou~tine training mfissionls be used to
.11151)1.9 [)riil icl. the projcct' pl1)anners were successf-Ul in providling

111 1 it Vttiiii!itg fq)portllflitic : at mininimm cost. Moreover, USAFE units
Aid Ni NAl a llics Wrci-c abIle toI see firsthand how the survivality, accuracy.
111(1 i 11 )It ft rA-7 mtakc it a valuaIblcasset inl theCcurrent tactical doctrine
(d ilkickii ig ii dlow-oii forces deep inl enemyv t erritory. Ili a letter to Maj Gen

Joi rmnqiwv. director of the Air National Guard, Gen William L. Kirk.
OW91 11 ii tr 0I I )SAFT'> said.

I.\ to'IIt Sp;1i gdl~llil AlB. [West I Gernuany. to visit the Air National
I si i88 df-ploviment. Mv visit and subsequent bomibing mission in

tOw A i' h ii ced tit v belief- that IJSAFE, AAFC E [Allied Air F'orces Central Europe).
its! NAtI)x W t Iol benefit t remierndously as we cont ine to exercise these longer -rmuige

Ill YItlit iii t icit er (reek ( orsair'88 has been a very saic(cessftil deploymlent in
('er-Y ICS-pei't Vi itire ANC. deploymient s to LISAFE wvill continue to receive myv
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Chapter 5

Overseas Missions
in Peacetime

In addit ion to prOViditig LlllitS ca8pale of 11 jplOrt ing tile wd t illlC I (qiare-
nient s of t lie Air Force, thle Air Nat itoi ial G ua rd peirfornis peact i iic n fissionIs
that at-c comnpat ible with minobilizatilon rca(1iicss. :i req iiii-- b 11 c h Ia
force policy. This chapter discusses two cxaitipit i ;,f ANG ln~li'c ii~
supporting Air Force coinitmemts in ovcrsea s areas d-iiiii-.ie Oinie.

Coronet Cove

Th'le Tactical Air Commnand is requ ired to nmaint ain a tactical fighter
detachment at Howard AI'B. Panamia. H-eadquar-ters IJSAF has (leterliuied
that this detachment should be supported byv Air National Guiard units that
fly thie A-7D aircraft.1 Their mission. niicknamied Coronet Co-ve, is to
continually provide the detachment with fouir aircraft. pilots. support
personnel. and eqUipment. Responsibilit v fo6r detacliniexit stipp ort rotates
amtong the 14 ANG A-7 units in the United States and Puerit-o Rico. 2

The Air Force began using the A-7 for this progranm ini I973.. whl-,n only
active dty units were flying the aircraft. As these units convertedI to newe r
aircraft (luring the mid-I 970s. ANG units begani r ceiving tile A-7s. Onl
1 October 1978, ANG .-issunied the Coronet Cove miissioni when the 1 32d
Tact ical Fighter Wing of Des Moines, Iowa, relieved the 355t h TEW o)f

Davis-Monitlhan AFB. Arizona. I11w olyi br-eak in this commi tmten t caine
(luring February and March of 1985, whIen runiiway iv0115tr-met ion t Uilipoiar-
ily reduced thle lengthl oft the Howard AFB3 ru nway. LDuring this period, ANG
A- 10s, which require less runway length for takeofll and landings, fulfilled
tlie Coronet Cove mnliSSioti. 3

T1hat mfissionl is -to pro)vide tactical fighter ai rcraft ad 11 oiha t read",
aircrews to supJport US Air F'orce Sout h 'ommlit neiit's. -1 Ani attack aircraft
dhesignled for close air support and interdict ion, the A--7 is well suited to
satisfy souTHAFs obligation to hielp the U~nited1 States Army' Sout h ItUSAR-
SO) defend thle Painma Canal. While (leployed. t lie A-7 uniits are ,onitrolledI
by thle 830thl Air IDivision oft he Uwelith Air Fo!-( . l)ii iii ig tri-liii ig iiiissionis.
as (biring contingency operations, ANG pilots wor-k closely wit h thle 24th
'ract ical Air Support Squadron ('ASS), whose forward air contrioller-s I FAC)
are located either on the ground with the supp~ort(-( Armyv imits or airhor-iie
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lii their ()A-37 aircraft. TFjcii-,, the imision allows ANG pilots to train in the
u I I 'irI() ti II iiti %-liel- they Wo ,, %oIld operate if' continigeicv p~lans are iniplle-
IIillcd. At ill(. sameW 1 ilif', !(oillt o)ratioris wvithliIlie Arm ' y and the FA's
iif Ilie 2-11 ii ASS oticir tiiiiin is f)1m)tiiiit ies for all cmiceriied.

1K";w mu ,I i tiupjamtiig Coronet Cove lprov)\ides its own aircraft and person-
Wrt Weti rr. rulailit eliaice, and airlift permlit ting. unit tasking rotates

c\:IA' h ) I e I % cl " Pciii i are rciCvc( 1 )1 t hie ,e c (1d Sat tir(IaV of each
tourc, 1I mis aI1owiicga iilaxiiiium ton rot 1 dvs-- cxcejpt for sonic volunteers
whol( dcptf)Io wit thevir unlit fo(r tilie I till touir weeks.' Airlift and tanker
511 pptmt I,, stipipliedf ;liiiosi exci i ivclyv bY ANG assets. For example, ANG
C I 4 I s nomlally' slipoit I lie de 1 oVmiCnts and redeploymient s wh ile ANG

I14 Is; ort C- UM8S provide t ralisp irt for nudrot atjonis. T[his arranigemient
pt1!11-;(cmiidI I lble sa illLs Sim c the ANC, Si )101 i t (et su1pplies

illu (lay, I a115ra-fut v mdli( oternicc-cssai flinding u-ather than paying
h1w gmtir'f rates oft tie( Military Airlift Command (MAC). Tanker support byV
AN(' K >1 35 airciafl is hiiided iii the sameli mlanner. Not miliv does this
sV ste iii icter (( milsidla hie savi!4gs. hut also) it gives AN, Itaniker and airlift
dlilits va il a hle real Iw ofrld traiiiicg. -3 ) c~ t o a o t oWI Inc i tile dcp loyecl forces arrive at I I,)ward AFI3 pc tjnl oto

I r;ci sles fili thle >1 ate adj ut ant general to 801111 AF, althbough parent
lm11 1 i' s till (Iiii ist rat ive conitrot. 8A fighter ia ison officer, who is a

qific /\u 7 ;lo(t,. aind a Sell lor 1101icc I)ili sio1ned o)frce- Are periialleit Iy
st at iilc ii (( a 1 Wird AFB aind operate a liaisoni o)I, ice responsible for

pc:v i iig cr' ~ii it v l bet xWecii thle support incg uniits 5. or dleveloping operating
)Yc n-cl im -,S 1U 6 ('le ys. 'i id Ic r illiliaging the C oronet Cove facilities and
(ptilmiclt." 'ie S30t h Air D~ivisionc assumes opecrational control of the
dlploved tit!n thIrotipti I lle figdter liaison offiecr, who fu!-.,tionis as tile

assstcu dret r oIm i)perat cons (AL)O) for A- 7 operations Under thle 24th
cr ps cWimig I irect oral e of Operat ions (1DO). As the A-7 ADO, i hie fighter

iii-m S )tiloi(- er is respmi!A 1510 Ir HIie overall ma nagenment ofth le A-7 flying
jtltLiii0 Withi resp~ect it) A 7 iuuployluciit withiii SOUTIIAI's (ficater of

Ofp it iiitiiis, this oflicer is lil-ecti rcims1iblc to thle winig commandi~i(er. In
aIdfllilii it rat ive( iuuaticr e. the lillit I senior deployed off'icer, who fundt ions as
11)c (10(1hacli il i c'oiiualiuder. rt ais cominid anid cottrol of tlie deployed

cc1t il c.I I (it er ill I c 51 ild ". t his comnitialld airra ngemient and the onie
in ( rc ek KlaXtl clif r (Icut rastctd with th le requ irement s of Title 1 0 USC and
Air Ft cc rcgidat11iin to5 ( hilgligh t ( lie ramlificat ions of the ANG's assuming
atit Air Force utoiiil iniii overiseas.)

t'ach i liit (Id ) * s with ile min~itenan1e('( an 111St-mpfort personniel that
kk't ci d ut-Iiak he ieq(llilecl tot suppo)rt fouir aircraft f-or a 30-day (leploy-
milll 1: 1 lt (tl-rVy fu ll ttigaiiizat ioial mlainiteniance capacity blut oild limited
iiltllll((fiatcl(t~~iluaiC'8)liiy I I ObvioislV, oniecaiiit foresee

all h)(tSilc llailitciicdt pmll1i5.s so I lie (decisioni toc restrict minltenane

capbiutv iiaile 0inIlie ilit rest 4of m ' ioiy-allows the( uttit to keep thec
li111ilw ' (dt utcpi) tci slippmcf ;ersiiilel wvit un reasoiahie limiit s. About 40
IIiill ti m itt 1i i111 )1)1111 pc15011 l (,;ti cilee I lie uniit' s Ii('(1. As extra
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ali('Ii mil 5Isth.)11, smlilt 11ilI chmI (.t to (IeIio ,V with i ve aiejcall. sp~iit'
jiduts 1-0I ic ilcll( tie Slil lupp tetl Ir", ao 1)851-c. leve l s i1llf('ieleX' spare's

atit hon/at iotii Siiuek spahv part-s ilnt sli1 )1 )t-r cqu1lieit-lt ;Ire pri)ictil liv
plrtJuosit ioiid. 11nits sulpporlt int. (Oouet Owe licce( ollv dtlel)ltv with Iillaili-

thle 11viiig-t railiiig sclide (calls for 2-4 >.ort ts flowii llo)1iv I lroli
Il 1i1rsdtlIav, wit II IId s liaviilll~ t h (il on 111 laIing Itmi u I i fs oil l'rila *s.

Novmialv. this p)1811 tiI1ti"l~Ics ilit() Ioi-ii1-w schllilc that is, ou

~oi i'saT'tlow'il ll tHic l1114(111 g. \0111 tw( 44(t hit' ,i-it'ni tl I i im- fra Sei

siit.Moist 0!tl tviiiillg soil its arec a Iiiixtiire oto-iai'-eievand
(IiY CASM Iiiili5 1) V im)Itt-S aie a11 -v~iilalc to thec A-7s for

f0\V-lt'Ve(l ftli1t, ais arc traluimg aircis low ' ir coixbat Ir.aiiiiL i("mse
ieicitlx' pilo)ts lie ;a1)he1( toimiainil j)iofi( wil(V vhid ('iret'iv ill alil iiiissioii

Ftlc 1illit (lt')Ovs 'vithi at leasts mit iliteltigi2,'le 01111ccr (()-or iollis

siolicd(loflicer) foil Olwenioils 5up)1mrl 811( loi- 1181501 w'ith ill h(- 24th Comn-

Jit Site i c w i it ecligelic e )ficc (24( () MM/ IN). P~rior to de plovmii t, 17817
unit '5 iiitellig.eneec sectin lol o.eseil!, I 8 l-rdeplyin('tt tijpdate hbriefilig to thle

dejhwii perswliel, based !I1)01 ;I review ofavailable intelligence estiniates
o()I lie ('iii1t'ilt t 1 Iltl iii i S(MT)l Ill e;1 I i(' l. of- oper'atiolis !If)()!!

deplo 'vniiii 24J('()MI4 /IN traills thec uiiiit illiit(1i'ttict sec'tioin ill the lil-

pr'hiidtdit 1(41 o S )lJI IAF's (oiitii4eiieV plans. U J it ii it elhigeiee Ihenl

1)855(5 this trainlingl om to the (leplo ' et pilots and( iunit supervisors and( is

prtlpa Ir(' to 0 rit'a nd niebrielit ) shioli 1( erijlovliit h(olii( nce1ssary

liilti tlieso. ph)11 1 A\(((lingL to a Sotfl lAF news release,

Shoev th-. ,\Nt 4slro Ili h.' ( (imiet ( 'e miss-ion ti 1978. their per-lornmiwr)e has
1wen 4ltstarllhting 'they ti;:,e 1ii;Oiillaiit'ed 4!) ext ic'iielv lhikh iii 'oflliusiof [,tt and

iltille a (1 ci d llowista 4 ed their 14144te'siol 111i s11 ando d ( ti ~ltl to tile iiio I ' 11
oronet co4ve 4)peraioni iS henelit'ial to both1 the m tie Aitrc(e and( the Air National

(aiar4d. I J.ing to)t I~ 1,11ioa A 71) imi 1-; 0 (tI'.4iI 1411) stationtig a it I I lighiter sqidtrot I

herv e (rnfirmni'1t (-owi'-atv'rig i)' ;dditiOnl l 511jJ40( tcihitic'S and tpensonit'Il that
'Vld( he itted,4liCl At the ,;ime lime. tile ANn; iit- hxv mi to porliiv to honle 1I win
th0ig -;kilk in a real wtr1i emt~ineid. 11vrg mt a im ;de mid ,mjpporif1g a miissiort
ililtert-tit (forti tite niit 11ying 1t(livit ies aM the-11 hlite 111)115.,

Thu Owe (ato e v Iliest bol itaire (a ppenix Ci~ ) h ad several goals: (I1) to
del eriie whet hecr respot ilt S feClt tIC. ievrCeiVe(h worthIWhiI l I ininlg
duiring I he dephtw Vicieil, (2) to) fill( out w~wheter peior(iniiig an imiijorI aiit
rt;I-Wc-wol( I ii 5501 alef~cc thclI i valic 1' IIieir exp)('niie. (3) to delrnize

wl ' I e rIl it ici paiit s ill 5( v 'nl ('or tut Coves reach a p)oinit of d imiliishing
ret t1ints Witt Ii resllet to the vahie of I lie dep1hw.nieit . and (4) to gauge
iliiidiliialli-felings ah1)0)1 lgerT Cmooit Co(Ve- (lployvxieitS.

WAi i tgith Idt) Ih l tiing vx'ihe (dJ (Ioomiet o,(V(e. man ' giardhsulit'i.

tl(Inogli divided ill helir )iilo~is, expressed vievs ('(ilrair v t) those (A I lt
Soiit lieiii ,\ir D ivisioir iAlihouigli ibout *I(0 petr('('Ilt tol Iliec respilidl it's
i~iiiked ( ormiet ( 'w eitherl hirst m).eeti alii:'ig se(veral dephloViiietits.
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11h1l-d ''InC 111!:11 1illikeii tl1( Iiss ioli ixst. iAgrciuietit witil queistionls 14,
t(; md0( IS woild have i licd~ t hat respondi(leis valued their Coronet
't)VC e'Xlpt-ieiiee- AM I I I OkP1-6 JWrC 6)ertIt agreed that thle deploymnent was

C 18 leiiiqiI i ' ( : irs!I 14)., ni(i O~ iati onei-third cit her disagreed or strongly
f, : (. 4 ;i I I Ih 11, 1 1 ( V I losI . quest ion 1 6 were inconclusive: about

-1 ; I TI. (111 4 ii !i so lesVIt hat t hey learned miore at Coronet Cove
01.1irv did111)0 ho 1 tr~iil112, ;ii tlheir hiome unit: the rest, however, felt

rw %CI iWU ee it,01 aix aflue;tswers to quest ion 18 were only slightly
.i (lrcisive. ;!I Orii over G31 p('reent o)f the respondlent-, indicate(] that

IliI III(.,lt rm(l ( owvc ission hiad l)ecn a valuabille experien(e, while
-8j~IcI t did( no'1 agree with this assessment. The respondents

* rw Icli ngI l greedl that ti ey were adequately prep~ared for the Coronet
-cve11501 (qfuest ion 1 7). Bit this attitude could indlicate that the

del)ovi ii n 5rot part iuIa ny challenigin g. Responses to question 24.
\vf lich Solicited adlvic(C for mnaking C"oronet Cove more valuable. were almost
('itI 11Tlv (olifeell with 11Improv)%ing training. Evidently. although many

paticip'lnl S believed t hey received valuiable training from Coronet Cove. a
101"in 1111 o ii :r I'ClI (t hcrwise. Ini this respiect,. Coronet Cove is in sharp

Cl411 itst it) C'rIi (Corsair, (i uck Mlaxon, aind most Checkered Flag deploy-
111(111.

1 (tc il ", %- ! c also (live-rgt11t ii I their op~inions oti whether perforniiig
aI rcal I 'vorld ;i 4':-.h iw alicctc OIIle quaility of training during Coronet Cove.

fi- esti) I2 sper licallY asked whet her carrying out a real mission en-
hi ltecc i- (ep lovili 'r. AitI i(11gii a ri; ijority of respondents felt that it did,

dunll . "i ci- 4< ltQ to 15 asked the same thing indirectly.
61 P1,,!v1i rr-, l'ident s fel-t ai gre-at en SO? -;e of accomiplishmient. from
COrID Iii li iii li I)I pOyIxwICIts. Again the results were mixed:

46 pt-rIc''dI di' (1111 jo'st 39 p~ercenit disagreed. Responses to question
1I, wI ic'O .ikcdl whet hecr p, 0rtoriintg thle mission was a valuable experience,
wrec -Juii-ilI k-id and(, in p~roport ion to the results of question 12.
AltHi;t;,g! z'iardsr;nen seemied to realize little benefit from the Coronet Cove
Ixti"Siol i. lIe fact II jat lhex dcf'rided the ran, ijoin would-be threats makes

h'p: lnini ' w iwhie.This conclusion is supported by the large
pen utag of ej net -- ns 85-whio indicated they would volun-
teer lot lfltu re C oonet Cove operations.

AltlIiou gli n( picst ion sci ialadrsedt he value ofa uinit's repeated
part icipalt iox ini Coronet ( ove. quest ions 19 and 2 1 shed some light on t lie
Subhject. Respl)Oises t I Istc questions indicate that Guard A-7 units can
i tid doCCIodpu Illf-lt Uov )pcI(raitons srniool lily and experience no major-

p~I~41ill I cxieciitioii. Furl her, none of the respondents-
511 : sIitl it nII:l ed iiiproveiicut ' fOr the conduct or execution of the

I h;Il' lvw' fit. il~i'l fr. IHeyv !ICollll'ii'(l ('hliges that they fielt Would

('rcati motIW' vldii ibl t iiid op)tiiiic ThSfits evidence indicates that.

after I WIr I0v;I- ~s lotI gtlei is i.IleAGA7l t aeide
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reached a point of (iminishing retunis and probably have exhausted tile
benefits ofA participatinig in Coronet Cove.

Ulst, iost ofI lIe respoldel ts (almost 85 percent) rejected tile suggestion
that a longer tour would make tile deployment more vahlable. Only five
respondents otffered anl opinion oi the lenigq i o1 Coronet (ove (lepioymenis

(question 23). Foiir of them thought that four weeks would be adequate:
thlie ot her stggcsteled eight weeks.

Respondents to the questionnaire were veil, generous in making sugges-

tions t lat vould improve the training during Coronet Cove. Most pilots felt

that the flying uissorns cou ld be changed to more closely simulate actual
elniplovynent by inclhuding live ordnance delivery and more CAS missions
(possibly with ground FACs using laser designators) and by upgrading the
range to include electronic counterneasures (ECM), Moreover, they indi-
cated that the training should be more varied and should avoid what several
respondients termed carmc(d missions (i.e., practicing mission elements in

a predeternined sequence without tactical application). Two pilots sug-
geste(l that minideployments or out -and-backs to friendly neighboring
countlies would help. And one unit operations oflicer, a lieutenant colonel.
agreed that realistic training and range ficilities should be improved, lie

went Onl to siy that -the most valuable training in the tinies I participated

in Coronet Cove was the overwater deplovnfen.. Mission-oriented training
is inadequ ate and a waste oi time and money for units to deploy."

Many maintenance personnel suggested that more flying time and train-
ing with live ordnance would be helpfUl. Tley also noted that since most
component repairs are made stateside because of Howard AFB's limited
shop facilities and repair eq(tipment, it was difficult to keep many specialists
busy and provi(e good training opportunities. Two supervisors felt that

alth ough their units adequately sup)orted Coronet Cove, overall unit
training suffered when )art-time personnel, who have limited availability,
part icipat ed in Coronet Cove rat her than in deployments that provided more
valuable training.

This discussion of Coronet Cove deployments leads to several con-
clusions. First. the quality of the training is evidently not as good as that
in ot iher deployments. Second, performing a real-world mission, in itself,

probably has no effect on tie training value of a deployment. Rather, the
value of tie mission depends on the opportunities for gaining practical
experience. Nevert heless, performing a real-world mission during a deploy-
ment lrobably increases tire likelihood of attracting volunteers. Third. if
there were a point of diminishing ret urns in terms of benefits realized by
A-7 units tlhrough participating in Coronet Cove, it has long since been

passed. Most respon(lents felt that the nission presented their units few
challenges. Finaily. Coronet Cove's (emanding manpower requirements
exact a toll on Guard units. Approximately 80 to 90 maintenance and

support personnel atd 10 to 12 pilots from each unit must use 15 days of
their availability each year to support tie deployment. Since for nany
guar(smen. Coronet Cove is tie only deployment they can support during
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'11c '.rlo li 11111! :(hu1(11 , kls scvti t he( p('rsonlicl wiho partic'ipate. I nits

11itI ttxic (kIIlt(. 'd Flgdc(lpfileilt. Coni5('(flltiv. it blliefits AN(G

-2~I I.,- bcy *i s'-itdi It isb I hit'sop ((0)I othis stud (Iv to determinfe the
ii iT Jr I It s rcc(oninich l atjolis for changes to Coronet

'"s vr, 1 --- I irilig thIat 1 W(cetilli( I11iiS!EJills (')litflhh~jtC- to a unlit's
I ~~iI i)!I II l1111115 1'ollsist c ut With le I gid oance fou~nd inl t . 1,1 fece

Cm ((ivt- (fit-r ANG (; provc its w~orth Iill guiardling againist thew

!I (2 !1sil V. liji pli ~lblitV en(1d )'thle spec'(trum~ of' conflict. Although
f,)N i l

1 11 ii Iol~1loll is to p)orivide ill) in -place air force ready tod(el' nd
.!]!III I((I Ill;(.( (',55 to thec P an~ama C'anal, its real mlission is to

ii II' h, miight Hi rcatcli t his linikiithe ,worldI'slinies of coruiierce,
c. thI 1 A T iii Ill 5 hlIfill (ft, miso by m11501L iaking Coronet Cove

Lit slI'N I . ighly* piroessioiial operations and lbY giving SOUJTIAF

I I sAl S() Ow hit'porJ t tIheY need( b.V mia int ainling high sort ie-generation

1,1! (5111d1I u cllet ivc tira iniuig sorties. H ence, this nmission couldl be

11l~h~wu- Wvii hv iiakiiig chaunges to Coronet Cove that would providIe

11),1111-u ')"ll lullistici anid chualleniginig training. Thus. would-be ag-

' 5ii !! 'i ( W' F]IAF thiea,,tt'r ol ope)rationiswouilol see close upJ the true

Creek Klaxon

( # k K\'121 pjci' providt'o dl airoleferise alert dletachmnlt du~ring

!h(' ',I IN A II.ighter V"iig~s 'oniversioni From tlie F-4E. to thle F- 16C at
I, 1 .'m F t's'. West (li'riiiaiv. This unit was D~etachment 11. Air

(il1[ SIIM1 UCWF It G rltor whiose' mission entailed supplying two
it-r dI tiwit ;md cirws for 2-1-hlolr alert to assulre the sovereignty

112111 1 i i ,p" Icce. , ''his depoloment is iii I1(ilIC amiong the ones
liI 11(it.I 1!! i Ill-, st iidv ill t hat DOe I I was a coniposite unit. Although the

pi l111V illt ;,i'-Iit' wilt Ii so port ilig til e (tac'hmlenit were tlie seven F-4

mil- (d Ilit' First, Air Forer and the 154th Composite Group of the Hlawaii
Aii Ni ((I ill (,i 1.1 (if td lit X'c ( i 'ocs( C ultimiately 22ANG F-4

-;i11psii~pIii'.d limliil ill suipport of Creck Klaxon. All of' the primary
ip~i i 11 I lit kW'ilf' isti rtsionsible for thle air defense alert mission at

II hi' is ilit 'lu.111d1 iiiost had alert dletac'hmieints as well. Th'lese home
111:111 iie1t .lke t hlose at Ritiisteiii Ali. reqIllireci the units to) maintain

( c(I ' i iilus alcrt status for the duiration of'Creek Klaxon. IX

111)(111 1 I Si lbs rciep t'S ()1 1984 t hat ANG study thle cost and(
Ik!I ". dpe-T, 1''!1. !iIi till ;]it- det'te'ise Illissioll at Raiiistein, the NGFI

1i'i- I t hi,it AN(; assets -m11ild sii-stflhli 511(1 a mission for Ill) to one year.

1 'i 1!-;)1 1h ;ipi(vaI foi t lit' projec(t Iro )i Headlquarters U SAI

i: 12 jii~ mi iY 1985 mid sptrif'ied t hat ANG p)erforml tile mis~sionI
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from11 April 1986 1 iroigli Ivari I 987. 1' llc (4 41111 I 1 i I~ :! I xv~t15
Sele('tco- ill Jii 1W, and( tl( 1 pro~Aject IJ('-h1 1 th lie mv _ !4):-74 i4 it ANC,!S:C.
AII(1rewvsAiF11 Ma Nirvlad. 1) by ,sscixxbliiig a p(irii~t~ 411 tliIt

ott'r siiI)1ort area~-,. Since ihe gllidlalic fromt the (111. (5144 ()I ,',N(, (' tldfI( ol4
m~inima~hl uise of i\1\J assets. thle planinig 1(5111 dt-ignud4( .4 pn1L~ )ra1

to acquin~t the airrews-1iiost of viioiii fil~d 11(v4'1 f114)iA ill ('('11 r;I
Erojpc-ith th e m1ission1 and1( thei lo(A ving y iIIa'.i prior 4 85 h 1 111 -1II~I~ aid-I

diit U's. The progralinl 1so) prov'ided1 for ji 1st ciioiigh (4411 limi'iol t41 lv1im

tli(r('hilr to mlaintain) basic proficicency. This flviiu" seficd i r11 11pi14'(I mli1v
a single -st illtai~- iaii.dci, lp'1t ive11 (h4v-. 141 w's'k. Hicherb li-cpini

lhe numbelnr of'support per-sinct to a miniiimn.-

T lie basic laul c'alled1 for a (mdi of I 0 peo)ple. pcrzolaiiciitlY hIsiglwI4d to4

the4 project, who were resp)01s1b1-)I o thc commiiand anid adrIIii-;istiI olf

tlie uit. Eight of' thecse people (the coriuilidcr 4p~crat i4)I1 ()f11('cr. Ilaili

(tiaIIcc- oficer. first sergeanit. and( 11011(411111111551441 1r(i ticc '(Il c1 '11 l~j4 (d1

adiniist rationi. operations, niiiteflaml(. a1n( st41p [4)v) %v'1e St lio)114i(II

Ranistein Ali,. while the renmaiilU p1014-ct offheer 8111(1 Iloilo 4411111115514)114'(

officer assistant rciainedf withI ANGS( - And(rew,, AFH 4 4to ,111:14 md

'oIllimilicate With I Ihe slippof-tilig Illlils. I

The 1111inlen('1111cc 1)1111 (livX' ill(-i p'rio(I (4i1wisJ(lsibifit v ifil lhft cyl 14(41

segieiWt of4) approximacldIv fouir m11 i1s (14 il 4. 1114'u 1 I9111i Fh"LJli Ir

linterceptor Group (FIG) frFom Nonth [M)kota. tile 14-81hI IC( limn1 N'lirtic4s(4t
ailo thew 144thI Figltei litecrlo Wiing t[Vl' ol ( 'ahIiilia wereseeu e as
-core 11 it 5." each fl'5ponibI)c f-or orgaiz1in g anI d sui evi si! Ln11 ill 1411111 14

sujpport (huring one of Ilhese periodls. F'acl (ot t li('4'Il lt pr(4vi(Ied DO) I I
with ithree aircraft and,(1 inl t un iceived F-41 )s fromi an1441 licr AN( imilt It1

'was ill thle proc'ess of con vert in g to F- 41,s. Iliesc b11 k fill a ii rr;ft ci iablcd
the (o1( uniits to hahve silflici('t aitrcrat at their hionie stat iois to sliPport
11o1r1a1l comlinmitmnIts. ['l ie originl 1 1)111 spciltie( oih ' v ('iglJt a ircrl l1)1 bit
t his 111if11lber pIoveti iIls1uIfbie(IIt andI( a luillt i %V11 1(lS~ ill jInl 'k I 9)86 i)2

ThCw sinlgfe-Sid 1hit mie111iCGc plan 1(1 the' 24-114)1 r 1 dent co1111it tlie It

reqli ired 72 mlainitenan11 ce and 11sli!pport pelsol iici. li ccuI c iml 111 it c1111(ce
(core units1 could( niot provid1e ll of' the manirpower (Ilirilng t heir period of
responsibilitv an1d( majintain niormall olueratiouis at t heir home14 stlt 10115. 1111

p)artic4ipatinlg uiiits sullpiedI supp)Jort personnlel. Te111j)OraI' V (II It Y (11' )'Y) tI'II

lenigt hs for t hese pleopile ran~gedl from 3I5 to) 1 35 (IliXs, wvithl po' fcei ce givenl
(to 1 i'i(idtials who volt il tecred for hlngcr tonl rS, Ill ( r(e 1ch1) ('4)11 seI

t ran sportaltio c01 ost)s. Malijo r rot 111ins of pcisoi e cli (' 11C 11)4 (X ploi lIt clv
every 45 dlays. wit h111 ive -d (ll ovenil)pilg period to facilit ate 4' ('li 1 tv. At
('11(1 mailjor rotaltion1, 30 to 50 l)(rcun'1t of' O ie pci-solicl ci )

('omleqnwit .lv. ilil( iillltioimilig 4 iig fi('[SAre d chlil((4'' J4? 'skI
diver i'-,, .Iligiinsc I ) i to 1 IVI' I 111h g V i I JSnd rd Af1IC, im lk I -ut. '- 111d 1,1 1
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Since the detachnent's F-41)s were the only ones in theater, it faced the
fornidable problen of establishing a supply line several thousand miles
long. This dilenia was solved by locating an extra F-4D war readiness
spares kit and maintaining it at the detachment as a maintenance spares
kit. The unit also belnefitted from equipment such as tires, drag chutes,
and other items common to F-41)s an( F-4Es already in base supply, as
the 86th TFW phased out its F-4Es.

For operations, each of the eight primary supporting units supplied a
pilot and a weapons system operator. These crews rotated at 90-day
intervals, including a three-week overlap for a theater checkout. Although
all aircrews were mission ready as a prerequisite for volunteering, they
received a mininiul of four indoctrination flights and 13 days of ground
scnooi to acquaint them with flying in the area and learning the peculiarities
of the NAI'O air defense mission. This training culminated with a practice
scramble launch and an alert verification board in which each aircrew
member gave a briefing on mission requirements and responded to rigorous
questioning. After qualiling. each crew member was assigned to a formed
two-ship element fbr alert and flying activities. 24 These TDY personnel
performed all the supervisory duties of a normal flying operation and did
most of the ground-school and flight instruction during each checkout. 25

Although cadre personnel were in place January 1986 to make final
preparations, the arrival of the MSK and the first maintenance rotation
during the last week of February marked the beginning of the operation. 26

Aircrews and aircraft that were assembled at Andrews AFB deployed to
Ramstein AB the first clay of March and during that month prepared for a
USAFE alert force readiness inspection (AFRI). All first-rotation aircrews
completed their theater checkout and, together with maintenance person-
nel. refined techniques to launch alert aircraft safely and consistently in
less than five minutes. The unit passed the USAFE AFRI the first week in
April and assumed the alert commitment on 4 April. 2 7

During the year that Det 11 performed its mission, the unit enjoyed the
lowest average time in the theater for scrambles. It flew a total of 142
practice and active air scrambles and 1.069 total sorties while maintaining
a perfect safety record in a high-density traffic area. 2 9 Even more remark-
able, I)et 11 alert aircraft were never off status for maintenance during the
course of the deployment.

The issue of command and control of Det 11 was never fornally resolved
by UISAFE and tie NGB. 1JSAFE/XP (plans division) completed a draft
)rogramming plan (PPlan) and forwarded it to the NGB for coordination.

The NGBI responded with recommended changes, but the final USAFE
'Plan (4935-85, Creek Klaxon) was completed wit hout resolving significant

NGi cotuments. As a result, the NGB did not sign tie proposed host-tenant
support agreement. Furtlher coordination "resulted in completing the
program in an environment of implied understan(ling as opposed to a lormal
agreement ."2.
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T[le agreetlient proposed( 1 I. USAI'L rc(11111 ed0 aI( I iii I Io lioi It (the i 3 1tI It
Air Division, to which t(fie 86 iT" sassitt ited w n )Ihi - Xcrcise cm ximandi
of the Teniant through the 86 TPW Conimmnaic, [amd 111 xerui,, se JJra1ioiial
control through the [Director for Oper-ationls, 8WHV. .10 1 heli N( Bl posit ion
was that, while operationial conitrol offlie. ;11(-' aircrafl wi.' ;1 arerews should
conlie, under thie authority of the appropriate i t r Itts. i cm ia iiId of
the unit alid operational control of fl'vigl -t rainig i ies i eeii
withI ANG. 3  Complying with alplrol)1iatc IISAVEre'Iaea ,'vi
Ilviniganidthiegenieral suipervision of'tlhe 86th ''FEW 'stjiri-sni of flying (SOil
were not issues-these itenis, were agreed upon li 1 U*-AFEC andi N(lb
operations representatives to the first planinig (le III Jo iv of
1985. 32 But thfe ANG maintalied thlat tJSAF1~should stibiliit its reguilatiinns
to thfe Nat ional Guard lBurea i Ifor approv, al 1 11111 illi,;() i in the- aprprpiaIt e
Air National Guard regulation. According tin Ll of Di) :id Cobb). connumaiidcr
of Det 1 1,

Basic problems of operational control existed . defi r I ILo wi i f i~ 1! i rle I

was responsible I-or the aircrew frainingl anid 11_%nt2, piopj iml \ . IiqwIie' oning

program t hat qualified aircrews inl one thirdI the tim oft oth II ii;i't ~It lyet, dith 11 1t.
it is essential to define who is respoisilie for it', -uC ces's or tait ire.

fits view was thiat since hie and the: otlher DOe I I ()icbers W~oli 1( be held
accountable for t he program's success or failure, t hey ought to maintain
conimand and control of nonialtrt assets. 14

The Creek Klaxon questionnaire (appendix D) hadl seerl ojei I IVC5 (1)
to determine whether the project was worthwhile. (2) to investigate thle
suitability of employing a composite unit. (3) to determine the value of
performing an Air Force mission during deploviuieWi. anld (4) to survey
part icipants' att it tides toward1 volunteering for such a d(eployiiieit for mlore
than 15 (lays. The responses to question 2. asking participants to rate
Creek KWaxon against other exercises, indicate that t lie p~roject was ;)uileedl
wot thwhile, in that almost 94 percent of the respondents ranked (7n'ek
Klaxon first amiong the deployments in which HIcy had part icip~at ed.
Further, I he answers to questions 16 and 1 8 -- atid( to a Icesser e'xtent.
(1LWCti0115 12, 13, 15, 17, 19. and 2.i-support this concunsiot i. Qulest tons
12. 19, and 22 asked th~e respondents to assess the eff-ectiventess of training
with people from other units. The responses show that 81, 91. and~ 88
percent of the particip~ants, respectively, ag(1red with Iistdtliliclit 5 in t hose
(quest ions suggesting that training in a composite 1n nit '! isa aluiable
experience. Answers to quewstion 23 afffimd this afttit ie. S dicil tuig
suggestions about ways to improve training in Creek laxon, the( qulest ion
prompted some guardsmen to praise the composite environment (e.g., "I
feel it was the sharing of ideas that enhanced our jobs"). Quti-ions 13, 1 7.
and 21 elhicitedI reactions ab~out the Air, Force mission that was pall of thfe
Creek Klaxon project. Niniety-four per'enit o t lie responses to quest ionis 13
aid( 17 and 99 percent of the responses to ( I est iu 2 1 inidicat ed that
participants thought their involvemienit iii the ilission W85a I)leh al to
thern. As mentioned earlier, all support personnel volunteered for .t leaist
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111141cm I11~ I411 ic v part iciil I01 Ou i ( eek ax on %%t ild I heui dot ac
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nwn't 1(1 V.41441 mIelivAMn "& Wi(l ii4( -14'qli' t(1(111 i( 41181 l We8)015l)4'1usI
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Of18In-1C 8118l(Talt W01' bet weei iicdso etonele i 411(1~ 1i ioilte peii (AI11
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t~1nu ~li ,It nl!iv vitlh Mm 7 Spvn iis,;ih s.; Oct I I aircialt
(it .2(It( (11I Spar I tIow i!I Im; 1 S kiih I I'I- If-; as, tvcil ais an t 1-23 g~i In

p( ;IIIcl ALF. -to (L ild aiii li (ispcilmser. IThe (laohlieit iiio{Iifittl its
aIrII ~Ill ill t it ilt ()I lir dIej)liieOI aiil bc(;lli t Ilie I"Iist 12( il

mldst iiibH iioi in~to NATO( \V~ir pLoiis. 021( almost 650) ANG wrsmiiel served
TM, toi- 1111 vilh 1)r11 1 1 i1d (1tt iiiite to its sii(cvcs. I'liesc peo)ple.
tl;liitch Il i c 1 i I 11(1 I, 1ic (i1[) vii i(Itt (i t his ;Idditjoniah vup iliiiilt,

Ihllc ;is ti~it 121(1 1 rlicipIllifi'tv cT(mI('il)Osit(.' illit colil(lI

pi (Il ll 1 irpIii 1() -oecolers belilse it seis sorm-ijdat (out radic-

tlt V Ito the ic. (hise li il hi;iptei 2. that ANG's stability is one o)I its
olIeates F1ssets.- ftiij ljhavit f ilai dWl-criit, inits op~erate to)gether to

l)(ihmi li ;I Ili.,i5I ill ;im nrr1Ih'xiiliar I h(itcal wVoiIld S(fil to) X bca filidabOle
task. Ill tiwt, Ilhis was il( ,iease- as t he iti was prclmrig I"r tile AFRI that

w Ild (plliY it 1(i' alcrt. I 1mwvvi lDet I I s waYs of doing things were
f~lr heed dilii ill- Ihelust fecw weeks and later paissol ( t) relaceent

plsI(mllill. Ill ) II I lie ()ciatioii's ;111 thie 11lilt('Iit( arecas, these DOe
I I s'i aiinti s ('0112 ic ,20(0 i evolve aito be0 1)0550( 01, I liough t he life t) I lie

[121 )I. Ill I ic , IT )Y ml criews [erl'orlic it iliost of I 1 i.,gr-oli 1(1 011(1 air traiiiig
1(o r plieementril alrurews h) prepare them for alert duies. This provedl to
bc -; (021St out sw011 (d Illiiforeetiieiit and review as aeeiiilil]Lt eo

ki iowiidi~c wais pas.sed fr-oin 1)11 rot ation1 to tIi- ntext."

LAit. (?rrk Klaxoi is, the' oily(Jloynitti t ini this st i 10 v th1at imm tvs

Sirmlsuiti 'lt dlIteerilig I('txtfiiII period~s 1tne(Ioiigerl Ihai 15 olays).
It i,, siii ic'~ii it 1I ma part ic'ipantsi were virituail I liliim(11 ill thi 1(1O)illiolt

Ilot thli-se ltiLgei I oiiis hoad coot ibtd it) their b~einig able to work and

iq)p.laU oics i'clY Ii 01c P1t111olaill iiilet. Ill t'act. i'iaOllv all-t lOWS
('Xfpr(55Q0 t lit' teeliig t hat t hey kvcrc jutst 1 (t'eotiiiitg eoitihloi-t able(- ii, ailer
9(1; oIvs-,, c I I;d t fIo le;aIve.

hicI 'inlt 251(11, tli. it is ol)vimis that the participaints inl Creek Mlaxon

fult I hat ifiltilliuig t his peacetimre Ali- kI1'('( ('oinititeit did indeed (-oil-

ribiute to t heir iimioliizat 11( t rainting. A,,- Gen (harcs A. Gabriel, tontier Air
loneC Clli(io tal stated at then ceciuioly Iiiarkiiq lDet I I's assumpi~tiont (41
tI lie NAT( ) air (IeleilSi' Miiss]. fl h'li is ali exampile of- t lie total Fkirce P'0)11v

as -i W~i (4 Ilite aIm 1id l(i ls t a ('Ol(.p[t- .,~7

Note-.
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sectiont (72;1 and 63731) oft l'il 10 JSC the basis lor' r1ih7A~iitOri. Pentianiellt activities.

Ii I ISAFE (hiri rig4 p e;cet i rie. howrXever. wotil it1 ivolve people who vointeer ed untrder 1372d.
a 't rt rIt' rnot 111(1 ressel I I w Air Forc e iiat ion itegarding transfer of' operat ionial 'ont rol . Itf
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Aft tot gir (fie A N( could h agree to t ransfer ( )lC(( N durrin g peacetirite- -as was done tin
I atiariia it 'woul lrot relinqut ish r'ottiol of t(lie ( raining process. B~ecaurse tile ANG best
i nerst awl s t he i iceds of itsmtirrilers. 1t shotid be responsible for planning and~ impillemett

itig ft iing program,,s toi tievi (t(e stanrdt~s --et by ilie gainling conutrlianid. iluls is tile
rela I otisliptI ha shirid prevail between I ISAIF'E and any plen-ltiiienit ANG unit in tils I lia r.

Mome than likely, otiy a gentlfemien's agereiit between C ol D avid C'obb and C ol Clifford
Kriteger. 86Sthi '11-W commnrandler, earlyv it) tile programi averted disaster. tUnder thuis agree
li-it. Olie 86th 'I UW clidii ot inter-fere with or tyto conltiol thie det achi nrt ts training
prgrn it it provided sujpport when tile detachment requested it. lihanks to thle tinder-
standinrg of C olotnel Krieger. tire- relatiornshifp iwtweeri I et I I and the 86th TFW was - -in
praIctice thouigh riot on paper similar to that between tlie unit anid gaining coimmiand
(ldtA eI ii (i t cie '2 Ihiat is, thle 86th TVV s.6 t he st andards and deter-mined whether
I wt I I 'was itl colpliatiwv by piifticipititig ii airicrew verification boards arid coniducting

seltveral aleti force readiness ituspet licirs - at Colonel Cobb's reitiest. Det 1 1 , onl the ot her
hanid. rinageui anid colitrolled itsowii traininigprografis in ordecr to rilet those Standards.

Otie icident is worthl liicitionirlg As; fate wotild have it, Good Friday occurred thle week
p~rior to I et I I's U SAFE alert force readiness inspection. Althiough this was tile only
(ijport tinltv inativ sri pport piersonnrel had to takv file leave they had acquiired dlng their
15 clay out irs. thle Wt h ii isiste l e xercisirng 01 1C( N by reqi ii ng then to practice for tile
AFR! over thIis, weekendi. The wing eventirally relented. but thuis nirattIer cot ild have hadl
setliotis Ieje~iS~ts SpecitlalIv, had these people tioit beetn allowedl to take leave, their
mtriorle woi 11h;ive jil mnruet ed. anrd worse thleyv wouild have toild imemibers of' their borne
iits ;inc I pros1 )ct lye volt t ers, tat UiSAFE, refiised to rewaird their hard work withi even

50 t111 i as a weeket ii to do at little sight seet g. Since Creek Klaxon relied entirely onl
vcill nitecn -,, tlli s type of ii isgriinit lemnrrt couldI have ki lled the program.

35. I Ia a taikert rotr tite(- compli1er dat a base of Det I I's roster rmai ntairied biy tie
ideta( hitirtit'5 adiulirist Iatioti section.

3G;. After Action Repo(rt. 9.
'q -11ie Air t da Ct~r I.ti' ds Zili Alert inl Etircpe,- Nationial ;uar-d. Septemiber

11)-86. 17.
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Chapter 6

]Effectiveness of Training
and Missions

piAJ;iii ig Ali Natiimial (tIaril ligler (imIills for teii wait imi task ()I inii

diajtcI .111d(iCI I iilitugialtig till() (t(u kiriojicair t1lcatcr. Fii-tlicr, it
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u;1id iiitcgrat loll uilo( I tic NAI( )81*eif. ho gaigc I tic wort h oft hicsct'Iraininig
pt ogramiis wc tillIst (It ctI mililrt precisell'U50y What a ircrcws Iuu todI oj)C18tc

(('Oc t wok'IV i11(1)'
l'c-s~i~('l(')UIi(hi(~hii hEultop)(an flight oj)('ions111 kniow that thu(

Wc(,t licu. (mcil(it tioll o)I lit'cralt, lilgilagi' ou 'il('t'ics, and( it Vurv umnil-

picssc(( alild (01lii)i(atcd 11)i('('c sti-ticilt cml(81 iltiliioatc it liovicr (vvel

'111dI (0miiliI(1Vi5s iit-tol to ('XpeuiulcliOw oivusitl ()I ciii llM ill I'kiopo'

in ooictto ri~iscr Iium.( )illy- Il1(.] (call IHiuvcoridticl (fu'iuaroea o~

diliig I c itlitial stages of war. As al'uical Ail, CommanhldH M~aniual (Tl'A(MI

2 1 . Iocticoi Ali- 0();h'ris. jIoilts out.

I11f. j).wf. olIlf ' d tl 1110,11 itoitIi w.~i ll ' l ;I ilo'' filit' to podishi 4 ilts. dvtlp [If'WV

( 'oii1ll ltImpj'.iI ~v'Ithmrhs :iialiiv oi' fo II-Ial itros liioiiiiall ' ; I ~i; I I( tI

pa)litl'i~ ((Ihiisi O(d i;ipidoll 11ilL Ifront ! acc(ri- *iooorip;liiii'o bY
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precipitation and low ceilings, making forecasting a very inexact art. 3

According to a 1973 Rand report, I'he most exercised files of Rand's
weather data base are those of Central Europe. Weather there noes not
permit a casual approach to air operations." The study goes on to say that
the worst weather occurs during 70 percent of December and January when
ceilings are less than 3,000 feet and visibilities less than three niles-worse
even than the weather aircrews flew in over Hanoi during the monsoon
season. 4 Historically, weather has played a major role in military air
operations in the European arena. Perhaps the best example is the Gernan
offensive through the Ardennes (the Battle of the Bulge) in December 1944.
Hitler thought that he could change the outcome of the war in the west if
he could have 10 days of weather bad enough to keep Allied air power
grounded. When the weather finally lilled after seven days, however. Allied
air support quickly crushed the last major enemy offensive in the western
front. General Eisenhower said afterward, "As long as the weather kept our
planes on the ground, it would be an ally of the enemy worth many
divisions."5 Although European weather obviously has the potential for
being a major contributor to the "fog and friction of war," most Checkered
Flag and Creek Corsair deployments are scheduled for the months of best
weather in order to increase flying training. This decision, though
reasonable, effectively deprives aircrews and unit supervisors of valuable
training under adverse conditions.

More fighter aircraft are located in the NATO central region than in any
other location in the free world. During peacetime, approximately 1,000
fighters are based inWest Germany alone. 6 Fu rt hermore, after mobilization
and reinforcement, these forces would be significantly augmented-all this
in an area roughly the size of the state of Minnesota. Because of this large
number of fighters, the military air traffic control (ATC) facilities in the NATO
central region are simply unable to provide separation and handling during
instrument meteorological conditions (IMC) in the same manner that
stateside pilots are accustomed to. Therefore, minimum separation ap-
proach procedures for aircraft surge launch and recovery (ASLAR)-requir-
ing members of a formation to be responsible for in-flight separation after
the formation Is split up for landing-are often necessary during IMC.
Under these circumstances, pilots must often compensate for likely ATC
delays by terminating training sorties early and landing with additional fuel
reserves.

7

Differences In language also present a problem to inexperienced aircrews.
Military aircraft are controlled by several nationalities In the central region,
and although English is the universal language of the air, variations in
accent and inflection make radio communications difficult for the
uninii ated. in fact, a recent Checkered Flag deployment cited this problem
as a m naor hindrance to flight safety.8

For reasons of tactical training and because of the ATC problems men-
tioned earlier, aircrews fly by visual flight rules (VFR) whenever possible.
Knowledge of' no-flying areas such as airfield control zones, population
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cent ers, the buffer zone, and other restricted areas becoies very important
during peacetime, just as all awareness of fret! t"ire areas and similar
airspace divisions is crucial during wartime. Interestingly, Ilie VFR struc-
ture of the central region Is a rough equivalent to the wartime structure.
For example, the bufler zone-near tie inner German/Czch('oslovakian
border-and the controlled airspace above 10.000 feet (o1d be thought of
as missile engagement zones. Similarly, the control zone:,; around airfields
and airports equate to airfleld defense zones, and restricted areas sur-round-
ing artillery ranges or nuclear power plants are similar to free-fire areas.
Flying into these no-Ily zones carries the risk of an ATC violation, since (tie
radar coverage in the theater is often good enough to track oflnders to their
home airfield. 9 Certainly this consequence is not as dire as being shot
down-a possibility that faces violators of wartime airspace managentcnt
procedur-s-but it is ever present. nevertheless, did contributes to the
realism that training in the central region oflers.

Another feature of the aircrew training environment in the central region
that enhances its realism is the target of opportuniiy program, adopted by
USAFE in conjunction with our allies. This program allows fighters to
intercept and simulate attacks on any other military aircraft that are
operating in iiuncontrolled airspace. 1 Pilots are t hrus able to practice visual
lookout and take appropriate defensive or offensive measures-tactics that
become vital skills in the wartime environment. Given the number of fighter
aircraft in the theater, pilots have ample opportunity to benefit from this
program.

Unit supervisors must have an understanding of the air environment
while unit flying is in progress. The closeness of the air bases to each ot her,
the large numbers of aircraft that are likely to be airborne, and the
possibility of rapidly deteriorating veat her condit ions invite disaster if poor
decisions are made. Recognizing that there is no substitute for experience.
USAFE requires a pilot, regardless of rank or other qualification, to have
been mission ready in the theater fbr at least three months belore he can
be certified as a supervisor offlying (SOF). In contrast, ANG has no such
requirement for a stateside SOF; the only requirement s are t hat hc be highly
qualified, experienced, and current in the unit aircraft. 12

It should be apparent that conducting safe and eftective flying ini the
NAO central region is a very demanding proposition, even in peacetime.
Mastering the total spec imin of this challenging environment is a prcreq-
uiisite for a successful transition ofANG aircrew and unit supervisors from
peacetime operations in the states to cont ingency or wart ine operations in
theater. Under t he circumstances, two weeks of theater training every three
to four years seem woefully inadequ ate, even when supplemented by
excellent programs such as Creek Corsair. Ilils reservation is bonie out by
the experience of active duty units. Normally, a pilot who is newly assigned
to a cent ral region fighter unit and fully I rained in his aircraft requires about
two niontlis to be certified by his unit 13 and all additional 90 (lays to bc a
flight leader or supervisor of flying. 14
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kind of' rclat ioiislnp is probably not possible in two-week unit dleploy-
nits - Jcai hl lyocr only every three or four years and when
NNF II a(d U SAFE personniel mianning these agencies rotate at similar
ililcervaus.

Fu Irthlermiore. as we have seenL wlien a tillit is permianient ly assig-tned to
a t licatcr. it devtelops -st anldarldS -way of op0' eratinlg that work in a
part i( tii r enIVllICnIut. Ifeince, Creek Corsair p~lannlers insistedl onl work-
in g c( sely wit li the 52(1Tad ical Fighter Wing and flying integrated sorties.
Urt-ek Mlaxon also took ad-vanitage oft hie accumuntlated experience oft hie 86th
Tl.AV aircrews b~y adopt ing their standards and scheduling integratedl
iiissiol s carI lY iil th 1wprogranii-before the 86th phased out all F-4 flying.

'IIl i imp)ort a mit point is, that t hose standards continued to evolve and were
pass"e downi t hroig fgi tle life of Creek Klaxon-again. something that
'alil ot be acco)mplished in two-week unit deployments.

It appears. thlen, that ANG fighter aircrews and slulervisors could benefit
a grecat dleal fromi programs t hat would allow t hem to gain experience in
h i ater over ext eid~ed leri(XlS (if timeI. Uion a tiately un L Iit (leployfinits l ike

Checcker-ed Hlag and Creek Corsair cannot be made longer, for, byv law (TFitlec
10 U)I S (ode). tIl l IN~illnulIi lemIgthI of timie guardsmen can bec expected to

deployN I' r Itrain ing is I15 days. Cert ainily. many individuals wvoul~d volunteer
r(I; a (tilger leployient . 1)bit( there would he no way to guarantee thie proper

inix of- skills reqluired to suilpport a uinit flying operation. Trherefibre, unit
V tyiiCnt sIF arenot lie anIswer.

Thei so diit ion lies inl programs dcsignecl to give individuals more t heater
cxpenliric. Alt hotiighi it is imlit ssible to expect all aircrews in aii ANG unit
to p~artiipat e ill extendced overseas t rainling p)rogramis, it is prob~ably also
muicc a-Y More impllort an t ly we nied sonic aircrews and~ unit sup~er-
visors withI theater exp~erienice who woulId be I le leaders (luring thie early
stages of comibat. Alt hiorigh t hey are valuable deployment s, Checkered Flag
anld ( rcek Corsair- c'annot develop t heat er-exlperienice1 aircrews since, as
1in1ut (lcllovieliits. tll heV cannot be iiiade longer.

H Y t hiis tim ic hue meaalcr is probal Uv t hiiki ug, "Whitat abou t thle high leve-l
o)I cxperiece iii ANG units that I keep hecaring about? Isn't this and the
stability of its unt n ftesrntso h NAren't miost ANG flying
iii)it s ii iidc iil' fairclrews withI prior service, miany of whoi0 ust have lecrn
llssigi ied to forxvart deploYed u i uts inl Eiirope? I was sui11)isedl to lean
m1-)ITi thli (It iest i iiiiaircs (See appeiidix E) that the trend~ in ANG units is
twardl 1'wcr a ircrews wit h prior ser-vice. Of aIplroxinuatelY 80 (crew nieni-

hers xvhio) aiiswcrcd th (li ust ioliuiaire, nione under 30 years of age hiad anyv
primr serilce at all, and less t han 20 p)ercenit of' t hose 35 and undi~er had
prim s'i-vi( 1' Ahit it 70 peciit of thiese ii idivid iials over 35, however,
lmelt ((I p)ni( i se-ici( I--ovewr 3() per('eIit of th1 emi withI combat exileriemice.
Thru ANC, Sti pport ( ?iit er at Amidrecws AFHI Miaryland. verified t hat the
* st,-il ts- ol I lie si i rve 'v are c'Io sc to offiiaI ANG figiuires (fig. 2). Thel( reason for
th i trmii t twaid AN( ii rcnews lilt, vI tuclss prior ser-vice is comillicat ed and(

is ida t eI to fli1c( cirmt'-it proh1)1(d ofpilotI ref(lit IOn ill 1lie active "orce.
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1)o i i tile last tew yearS. til m c1 all(lat 01W service 'oil Iriliti ic~t it for plt
lias icreasedI stea(lIly. It was im Irease(l fromt lot ir to live years ini 1 970 and(
retilaitie(l at five years (i hrough 1 979. 11lowever, ini 1987 it was raisedI to six
years. then seven years, am(I to I lepJresetit eight years in 1988. 15 CuIIrren tlIy.
active pilot still st remiain oni active (lily or at least ine to 10 years-count -

iiog pilot traiinhg-hefibre they arc able to leave. Atrotlie-r factor is airlie
sche(ltiliiig practices sinice thle airinies were dereguliatdI at few Vears ago.
Because of thle compel it ion. commiercial pilots must work at or nlear tile
maxiniuni Iluimbcr of hours that fe(Icral law allo)ws. leavitig t hemt less ti111W
to pursue a career ini thie ANG. ConisequetlyI, wheni active pilots separate
from tile active service, thley' are less likely to _joini ati ANG iiit. Iii fact , less
thai 30) jercenit of I le pilots who lell act ive (luty iii 1987 and( were inieligible
to retire actually ]ollie(l I he ANG or ItoeAir Force Reserv. 6 For this reasoni,
the ANG hias found~ it iecesslrv to inc(rea;se recri iiig elloI(rt s rat her I hani
relyV onl a d1widlig pool of experiecedc( pilot s. 17

It is p~ossib~le that wheln tile Checkered- Flag overseas raloug(eovlitI
begaim iii the late 1 970s. a two-week (leTployltieit to Ithe cxplect ed wart ini
I 1it:,icr ol operationswas a(lequl te becau se ANG tlyit ig in ils were moant eol
by ' a mu ch higher perc('( i gc o a ircirews wit Ii prior service. Ma ii01(10111)
hadl llyia ig experler tee ini Eu jr pe and, as we hiave seti fromni le (Ilest iot I-
iiairc, abot i alf hadl hccii iii condbal I 1 lwcver, lbecause oillie I retid Iow rmil
le(,wer a ircrews with1 prior service at 0(1li 'oil)piex iiattre ()I flying iii t he
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European theater, a unit Checkered Flag progran every third or fourth year
is no longer sufficient.

This is not to say that Checkered Flag and Creek Corsair deployments
should be cancelled. Both offer valuable training opportunities and need
to be conitinued. Checkered Flag allows units to practice all aspects of
Iiobilizat ion and is their only means of gaining expertise in their likely
wartime theater of operation. Creek Corsair contributes to this training, at
considerably less cost, by concentrating on the training needs of pilots and
maiiteiance support personnel. However, neither program lasts long
enough to allow alrcrews to become sufficiently familiar with the European
environment to operate effectively during the early stages of conflict.

This st udy showed that if there are missions in the European theater that
the ANG is capable of performing, they would contribute to the Guard's
mobilization readiness. Creek Klaxon supports this position: participants
agreed that performing this mission was a valuable training experience,
even though most cane from units that would not be assigned to Europe
during a conflict. Because of the challenges of conducting peacetimne air
operations and the similarities between the peacetime and the wartime
environments, it seens obvious that any Air Force coinnitments the ANG
tighter community might perform in Europe would definitely contribute to

obilizaition readiness. However, any future program along these lines
shou(d, like Creek Klaxon. require ANG aircrews to spend enough time in
the theater to master the environment. If a significant number ofaircrews
could become proficient in European operations, the ANG would, in a sense,
have regained some oft he experience that it has lost over the past few years.

It remains to be seen. ihough, whether the ANG fighter conmunity can
stipport peacetime missions in the European theater. Chapter 3 showed
that only volunteers underTitle 10 USC 672d could support such a mission
since guardsmen cannot be ordered to active duty for more than 15 days
per year without their consent. One of the goals of the questionnaire was
to gauge respondents" feelings about volunteering for such missions in the
European theater. The results (see appendix El indicate that many people
would volunteer for more thanI tie standard 15 days per year. More than
37 percent of the respondents said they would volunteer for at least 45 days
per year while almost 63 percent indicated they would be willing to volunteer
for 30 days or longer. These figures are consistent with a survey done by
the General Accounting Olice (GAO) for a Senate subcommittee in 1987,
lindicating that 43 percent of tle respondents would likely volunteer for at
Iclast a 45-day tour of duty. 1 Perhaps the most startling statistic revealed
Iy lic quest ionnaire is that over 40 percent of the respondents said they
wot lld likely volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to USAFE. Evident-
1,. a significant number of guardsmen would be willing to support a
real-world mission in E urope.

Oft lie two programis reviewed in this st idy as concept models for ANG
mission si ipport-Coronet Cove aid Creek Klaxon (see chapter 5)-the
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latter seems to be the program ofehoice. Whereas Coronet Cove personnel
were limited to two weeks of duty. Creek Klaxon volunteers served tours
ranging from 35 to 135 days. In shor, although Checkered Flag and Creek
Corsair, too, are good programs, neither is capable of producing theater-
experienced aircrews. Only the composite unit concept eml)loyed by Creek
Klaxon seems capable of using to best advantage the large mniumber of
guardsmen willing to volunteer for extended tours of duty.
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Chapter 7

Possibilities for the Future

Although the Air Nat tonal Guard's problem of maintaining a high level of
experience among its pilots is serious, it is not insurmountable. This
liaplcr suggests that the ANG can Improve this situation by having both

Inexperienced and supervisory-level pilots (e.g., flight commanders, train-
ing officers, weapons and tactics officers, etc.) perform extended tours of
duty in Europe andby establishing a permanent ANG unit there. These
proposals can be implemented in such a way that they are both economical
and consistent with the total force policy. Furthermore. they would in-
crease the combat potential of ANG personnel by giving them substantial
operational experience.

Ideally, new ANG pilots would serve a three-year tour with an active duty
unit near their home unit's probable wartime location. If possible. this tour
should include experience in the aircraft flown by the home unit, but active
duty overseas tours of three years or longer are in line with current rotation
cycles and would be long enough to justify changes in aircraft type.
Similarly, the mission need not be identical with that of the home unit since
the principal objective-from the ANG point of view-would be to gain
experience in theater.

Such a program would thoroughly indoctrinate young aircrew members
in theater operations. In fact, a three-year tour would be long enough for
a pilot to become a fully qualified-by current USAFE standards-flight
leader and supervisor of flying. Moreover, the additional experience would
augment current stateside training. Presently, new pilots return to their
units after completing a tour of approximately one and one-half years. This
includes pilot training, upgrading into their units' aircraft while assigned
to a replacement training unit (izrU), and completing the water survival and
basic survival schools. At this point, however, they have no operational
experience. Recognizing the need for a checkout In local operations and
familiarity with the unit's missions, the National Guard Bureau authorizes
home-station training-an additional 90 days of active duty-for all new
pilots upon rejoining their units. But many units feel that 90 days Is not
enough--especially in units flying single-cockpit aircraft. They maintain
that while 90 days allows for a local checkout, mission readiness, and even
mission verification, It is insufficient to give pilots a base of knowledge and
experience that can be sustained throughout their part-time careers.
Consequently, the NGB has budgeted 260 days of active duty for each new
pilot returning to a general-purpose fighter unit, beginning in fiscal year
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1990. This allotment, together with unit training assemblies (mont hly
drills) and additional flying training periods (AFTP), will allow new pilots to
remain essentially full-time for one year.I

Further, if the number of former active duty pilots who enter the ANG
continues to decline. ANG units will be forced (in fact, are currently being
forced) to plan unit training activities designed to develop experience rather
than sustain it. In each case, the approach to training is tailored to the
appropriate level of experience. On the one hand, a program that is
designed to develop experience will become progressively more challeng-
ing-like the building-block program developed for Creek Corsair. On the
other hand, programs designed to sustain the more advanced pilots will
challenge them only at higher levels of experience. Although the ANG has
proven itself adept at maintaining the proficiency of established pilots, it is
faced with the prospect of sacrificing this capability for the sake of develop-
ini novice pilots-something that is difficult to do on a part-time basis.

lowever, a program that allowed these young officers to spend three years
in Europe (or whichever theater their units would be assigned to after
mobilization) would eliminate the need for 90 days or more of home-station
training because they would return to their units as experienced pilots. At
that point, they w ild need only a local environmental checkout prior to
being certified as mission ready-something they could do during their 15

days of annual training. Moreover, the returning pilots would be the
current experts on their unit's proposed wartime theater of operations and
would have the latest Ideas on conducting combat operations there. Thus,
their unit could concentrate on maintaining pilot readiness rather than
developing it.

Such a program. of course, would require that the unit fill the temporary
vacancies created during the pilot's extended tour. Although some units

might have difficulty finding replacements, many units could hire prior-
service personnel who are currently unable to join the ANG. Furthermore,
hiring these people would also have the effect of increasing the overall
experience of the affected units.

Although the program might well be mandatory, pilots would probably
be willing to volunteer for a number of reasons. First, assuming they
entered pilot training soon after college graduation, they would be only 27
or 28 years old after completing their training, RTU, and a three-year active
tour. Historically, this age group is most attractive to commercial airlines.
Certainly, they would have an advantage over the a, tive duty pilots who
must fulfill their eight-year commitment after pilot training and would be
in their thirties by the time they could separate from the active service and
search for an airline position. Second, employers other than airlines would
likely view a short, active duty career as an asset rather than a liability: at
27 or 28 years of age, pilots are young enough to compete with recent college
graduates but are more mature because of their Air Force experience.
Third, the additional three years of active dutywould accrne about the same
number of points toward retirement as a guardsman could earn in nine to

58



10 years in a par-time capacity. Last, many young ANG pilots would
welcome an opportunity to gain three years of experience overseas, prefer-
ring to retun to their units as experienced "old heads" with much to give
rather than novices with much to learn.

A mandatory program would have its advantages too. Prospective pilots
would be fl lly aware oftheir commit nent before signing enlist ment papers,
so there would bIe no surprises. Further. instead of spending time develop-
ing new pilots, ANG. fighter units could concentrate oil what they do
best-maintaining tile high level ofexpertise that pilots would bring to their
units after returning from overseas.

A similar program designed for senior captains and f-'d-grade pilots
could be instrumental in solving the problems of developing theater-
qualified SOFs and ofcoordinating and interfacing with tie theater tasking
agencies mentioned previously. A program allowing pilots in middle-
management positions to volunteer for active duty assignments in rated
staff positions at NAI'O sector operations centers and allied tactical opera-
tions centers and at the group or win, level of USAFE fighter units has a
certain appeal. It would enhance these volunteers' ability to supervise and
manage their units' conbat operations, would increase the ANG's under-
st anding of NATO and of mobilization tasking, and would improve NATO's
understanding of ANG capabilities. Obviously. these pilots would return
home well qualified to plan and administer their units' Checkered Flag
training programs.

Just as fighter pilots would likely volunteer for the first program, volun-
teers would probably be forthcoming for this one-and in such a way that
the "nature of service" in the Guard would not be compromised. For
instance, guardsmen could participate only with the consent of their state
(see chapter 3). The procedure. already established for guardsmen voiun-
teering for service schools or other ANG-related active duty, is to request
pcrnission from tie adjutant general by an in-turn letter routed through
the guardsman's chain of command. Consequent ly, if the unit felt that an
active duty tour would not be in its best interests, it would not have to
release the individual. A full-time unit employee-technician or active
Guard/Reserve (AGR)-leaving for the active assignment would have to be
temporarily replaced by one of the unit's pait-time members. The effect
would be that two unit members would be gaining experience from such a
program-the volunteer fbr the overseas assignment and the part-timer
hired as a replacement. Often, perhaps because of the increasing mobility
of present -(lay society, a parl-timer could be between jobs. able to take a
leave of absence, or otherwise willing to temporarily work fll-time. In any
case. Ilic unit does not have to release a guardsman. and the guardsman
is not obligated to volunteer.

Like the extended duty proposed for young pilots. tour lengths for
inidd Ie-level pilots should be consistenit with current Air Force policy,
offering the satle cost-effectiven(ess in ter-ins of moving family and
household goods and, if necessary, upgrading to a different aircraft. Under
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b)oth programis. thewater conuunanders shoti 1( have operational comnd~
and c'ont rol over t lie part icipan ts, I) tit 1 ionic uts woulId retain admin ist ra -
fie control uinder the t ernis of 'Fit le 10 1 SC 6372d. Ftirt Iwr, alt houigh these
volunteers 'voidd( occti p posit tois niormially filled by active (dily personnel,
they would niot corlilpete Willii hem.11 [or p~romotloln. sinice this would be
controlled through normal ANG Aiannels. Similarly, the fact that no0 More
than ab~out 130 pilots couild be ini both programis at any given ti he sugge~sts
that there would be mininial infringement onl tile opportunities of active
(tlilly Pilots. 2 T his nnniber is ininlcnesp-cially wh~en considered in
light oft he currenJt shortage of Air Force pilots.

These programs woul1( benefit tie( active Air Force as well as thle ANG.
For exanmple, pilot -etentiozi is critically low because of the losses to
coninercial airlines; consequently. as of 1988 thie Air Force has fewer p~ilot s
than posit ions. Indleedl, prior to increasing the financial inlcenitives to pilots
to remain ini ,ervic'e. the Air Force prot' ected a pilot (leficit of over 2,500
posit ions 1wv 1993.I and cii rent iincelit ives are not expected to bring this
shortage to less t han 1,.000 by 1994, 4 Although fuill enactment of both
proposedl programis would rnot solvc this dilemmna, it would make thle
problem iless critical. From the Air Force perspective, these add~it ional pilots
coild1( be had for only the normal pay and allowances: there woi 11( be no
costl lv bonuses. Moreover, guiardsmnen in b)oth programis would fill overseas
billets and reduice the amount oft inie tctive aircrews imust sperid overseas
during their careers. That is, thle programis wouild have a positive effect onl
the rotational b)ase that must be maintained by thle active servic,- (see
chapter 2).

Ini adldition to the prop~osed Jprogramns for new fighter pilots and pilots who
have reached supervisory posit ions. the ANG should1 conisider locating a
permnent ANG unit in tie Eturopeani theater. Either of two types Jf units
would be useful: a full-time squadron wit hi ISAFE as the gaining commnand
or at detachment modeled after th1e Creek Klaxon detachnent.

Responses to thle questionnaires indicated that establishing a fuill- inue
ANG squadron inl ISAFE is~ certainly fe'asible. Ini fact, thle pilots for such a
sqluadron couild come from the 20 jout of' 80) respondenits who Saidl IheY
would volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to IJSAFE, a figuire
rep~resent ing well under 10 percent of the total number ofANG fighter pilots.
Eveni higher p)erc'entages of support personnel were willing to volunteer (see
appendix E:).

Moreover, a full-t ine squadroin in LJSAFE could1 offer savings by allowinig
assets fromi two act ive fighter squadrons to be transferred to thle ANG-as-
sets from the IJSAFE ii it t hat tile ANG would1( rep~lace and assets from thle
stateside unit that supported tile rotational base. Certain lv. replaciiig tIlie
U SAFE squadron wouild niot be a source of'savings sinice thle ANG I. SAFE
im1it wouild Jso be fiill1-t imte and have about 11w samile operat ingt templo( as
( lie act ve squiadron. H owever-, assets from a stat eside active fighter un iit
('0111( be absorbed lbY thle AN(; (e.g., b)y inucreasin g 1foi r ANG ut it s fromi I18
to 24 aircraft each). Since I ie(, Ai- Force maintains aboutf thle samte imiuiber
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of IunI it S stateside as it d(S overse as(see chapter 2) to support its rotational
b~ase, Ithis base would be lell initact by thfe ANG'sabsorbing thle IJSAFE unit
andtilhe asse-ts of one stateside Squadron. TFo he practical, however, current
d1isc 3510115ii, about1 troop reduictions and having allies share the burden of
detense Ini Europe suggest that such a proposal has little chance of
approval. That is. it makes no sense to convert a unit from active status to
Ihe AN( whien thle t'inhler of fOrward bases will likely dlecline. Nevertheless,

;t Iiau 1tit is fteaSi)le, ('COnoical. and~ consistent with thle total force
pic.giventi (I crrenit levels of lorwarcl basing.

An ANG det :ihment p~ermianlenltly located in thle NATO central region
wol de1( cpend1( onl Sipp )rt iu i uits lot- aircraft and TI)Y volutinIeers who1
wvoit 111 t gietit a small. permanent staff designed to providle continuity and
raininig. The unit could be assigned to 1JSAFE, have a wartime or contin-

geticy role as a NATO asset, and prove valuable to thle ANG in terms of
m1ob ili/tAt ion training. Specifically, Creek Maxon kept eight p~ilots current
an111 ull t rainedl in thle mission at all t imes. Al'ter being certified, they spenit
the rest of their time practicing what they, had learned and( training
r(Jplaeriiellt s. This p~rocess eonstaiit ly reinforced the pilots' knowledge of
theaiter oJperat i011. Assuniing a 90-day rotational tour with a three-week
o)verlap, zis inl Creek Mlaxon. about 5O pilots-the equivalent of one and
)Iie-hiall to tw W()5(t adrons--coid d be inidoct riated in the NATO mission

u'8(1 y ear. Portlier, this programn would return pilots to their homne units
lilt 1(1 sootier thani the p~rop~osed three-year program. Although ANG and
Air- [orce plllwS and~ programmners might have difficulty justifying thle
ux'hwn-4s associated with this proposal-especelily if they intend to ,onl-
Ii imi te st ablishied programs like Checkered Flag-e--er-taln fact ors may favor

Ilein twitdet achmients iii Europe. Thlese fact ors include expected budget
(culs across (lie board, p~ublic and congressional demiands that NATO allies
ass'iiae t heir share of the burden fOr defenise, the West Germians' insistence
o)fn rducing th L nber ofUlS troops in their count ry. and President George
Hu1sli's suggestion t hat th1e superpowers limit themselves to 275,000 troops
ill FLii rope. If ally cotnlbillal ion of these flet ors, led to redIuct ions in forward-
(lelo.t'( fighter units in Europe. establishing ANG-perhaps even Air

l~oce--deachnieuscould prove to be anl attractive alterniative to forward
lIasitlg.

If t i ts are inl 1"Mt lpt 11e out oft he theater, some provision must. Ie made
lor- Iheir rapidl reinltroduc~tion should this become necessary. Because
aIirfields. aircraft Shelters. weapons storage areas, barracks. and other

li(('esarr fcilities for. conductinug air operations are expensive and timie-
(mllil uing to bu11ild, they Shiouild remain int act . Similarly, Spare plarts,
bomlbs. aruru111 nlit lIu. issiles, general weaponrY. sluplortlt qipmient , and
oilier rimai rials should be kept iii place, since reittroduct ion of these items
W( tli( l (( ('xlr-aor(IinM uar eim ids onl US aiif/saiH-paltesthat
im pe1ple~ fee l are imid~eql te 8 eVCu at t oday's level of'fOrward basing. Ini
otlher words. th li l1k ofth le Air- Force's share ofm an (r;AWdOWn inl Europe
shlitld bc cotlitnd to a1 reratft anid Ihle personnecl who fly and minitaini



thenm-assets that can be (it ickly reiit rodlce(-ratlier t Iliai personnel Iand
equipment for logistical sup)ort. Ihe reintroluction of fighters to Europe
could be exercised periodically through such prI -fra.mis as Checkered Flag
or TAC and TAC-galned units. In fact. t liese deployments would be easier
than current onCs because e(ui)men would be hx'ated in the forward
areas.

Under these circu mstances, the ANG might establish a permnanent
detachment in Europe as follows. Since most ANGi fighter units are manned
and eqli)ped for 18 aircraft rather than ti 24 aircraft typical ofmost act ive
duty units, aircraft from an inactivated forward deployed unit could be
absorbed by existing ANG fighter units with oily small increases in man-
power. That is, four ANG units could receive six aircraft from the inactivated
unit, bringing each ofthe four to a total of 24 aircraft. One of the ANG units
could then sulp)ly the aircraft and support equipment for the )roposed
detachment and be assigned the (letachment location as its wartlime
operating base, making mobilizat ion relatively easy since part of its aircraft
and equipment would be preposit ioned.

The larger the number of units participating in the program, the easier
it would be for the ANG to give the program permanent support. In the
foreseeable future, F- 16 units-totaling II by the end of fiscal year 1990,
not counting air defense units-will comprise the largest of the ANG,
comm1nit ies 5 An F- 16 detachment about the size of Creek Klaxon's would
require 70-75 people (i.e., no more than seven or eight people deployed from
any one of the 11 units at a given time), allowing supporting units to
continue their normal schedules and support their usual commitments.

Aircraft conimunities smaller than the F-16 community could gain
theater experience by planning similar composite detachments but ruiing
tieii on a t)art-t iene basis. These (letachmnents could be at sites other than
tite permaneit F-16 location: however, incorporating t lin into the F-16
detachment would be more economical since the pernanent detachnmnt
could provide theater training as well as other types of support at no
additional expense. Ol the other hand, iftlie active Air Force adopted this
concept of training as an alternative to forward basing, smaller aircraft
communitles of the ANG could easily participate by cooperating with the
Air Force in tie development of jointly supported (tetachnments.

This chapter has recomnended several ways that ANG fighter aircrews
could train in tlie Elropean theater of operations. These proposals are
economical, consistient with the total force policy, al(l-mnost imIporlant to
national securit y-cordmhive to increasing the combat poteit ial of the Air
National Guard. '[lie lprolosals involviii!, new pilots amnd the middle-
management -level pilots cou(ld be inplemented quickly and easily. Al-
though these programs would requ ire the support oft he active service, tlhev
should be atl ract iye opt ions for the Air Force since t hey would help alleviate
its problems with pilot retention. Further, tie )rol)osal for a full-time
training detachmentn [I SA E is designed as an alternat ive to the two ot her
programs in the event of an expected troop drawdown in Europe. Such
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detachments would be attractive to both the ANG and the Air Force since
they can produce theater-qualified pilots without undue expenditures for
manpower, equipment, and flying time. The ANG, therefore, should give
serious consideration to these proposals since, taken together, they provide
for the continuance of a strong US presence in the European theater.

Notes

I. U Col Mac Fairchild. National Guard Bureau. Plans and Operations Division.
Washington. D.C.. interview with author, 28 June 1989.

2. The number of ANG pilots who would participate depends on many variables, making
speculation on the actual number difficult. This figure, which probably represents a
reasonable maximum, simply assumes about two new pilots from each of the ANG fighter
units and a mldlevel pilot from half of these units.

3. Department of the Air Force. AirForceIssues Book. 1988 (Washington. D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office. 1988), 1-7.

4. Col Robert H. Fogelsong. "AF Mapping Long-Term Strategy to Improve Its Retention
of Pilots." Air Force 71mes. 19 Jume 1989. 24.

5. Maj Dan Bristol. chief. Rated Management Division. Directorate of Operations. Air
National Guard Support Center. AndrewsAFB, Maryland, interview with author. 3 February
1999.
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Results of the Checkered Flag Questionnaire

The rank, average length of service, and average age for both officer and
enlisted respondents who participated in Checkered Flag deployments are as
tollows:

Officer Niun'r Enlisted Number

02 2 E2 2
03 3 E3 2
04 7 E4 2
05 12 E5 19
06 1 E6 30

E7 16
E8 4
E9 5

1"otal 25 80

AUIetu. AveraieYears AverageYears Average
YCars in ANG Prior Service Total Service Age

Otlicer 12 5 17 41
Enlisted 12 2 15 35
Combined 12 3 15 36

The Questionnaire

(The numbers and perccntages included below did not appear in the original
(ilestiomliaire. The author's conunentary is enclosed in square brackets.)

If voi have had prior service out of CONUS, please list each occurrence by
locat ion. year. and total months.

[Almost 30 percent (29.6%) oft lie respondents had active service out of CONUS.
Ile average length was 27 months. About 20 percent (19.4%) reported ex-
perience in Southeast Asia (SEA).]

Total Ii itl er of 0it -oft-CONI JS deploynieiits with tle Guard:

[Averagce inbm)er per resl)ondent was about three deploymnents.]

Total 11um uber t (;he('kered Flag dep)omenlts to USAFE:

[Average iutimuber per respondcnt was about two. wit li a high of four.]
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'Vpe of workyou ti(t( in your tmit:

NuM ib r Ier'rceri lae

a. Maintelance 65 60.2
b. Logistics 3 2.8
c. Administration 7 6.5
d. Aircrew 19 17.6
e. Other 14 12.9

1. Which exercises have you participated ill?

Percerl oa / r(,spondc(r'tis
Itlio parrlicipul(d in each

a. Clcckered Flag 100.0
b. Red/Green Flag 46.3
c. Copper Flag
d. Combat Archer 19.9
e. Gun Smoke 19.4
f. William Tell
g. Annual field training (ofl home stylion) 74.1
Ii. Other 35.2
i. Creek Klaxon
j. Creek Corsair 2.7
k. Coronet Cove 35.2

[The average person had at least three (3.4) deploYments wit lh which to compare
Checkered Flag.

Respondents who had participated only in Checkered Flag were asked to skip
to question five.J

2. flow (1o the exercises you circled comparc? Please list them-fronli i)st to
lcast valuable-according to what you think their value has been to you as a
guardsmlan. inchide all lhe deployments vol circled above.

[More than 60 peircent (62.8%) of the respondents listed Checkered Flag as the
most valuable, and over 15 percent (I 5.7%) listed it second. Almost 1 I perceti
S10.9%) listed Checkercd Flag as the least valuable (leploymeult .]

3. WI y was tie execise listed first valiable to yotu?
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I'lhirtv-six respondents chose to answer this question. All indicated that
raining Ior t heir wart ime mission in the environment where they would be

assigned made Checkered Flag deployments most valuable.]

4. Why was the exercise listed last not as valuable to you?

[Four respondents said thle (deploynments were poorly organized and offered little
training: two indicated that the exercise was so intense that they could only
react to sit nat ions rat her than learn fromi them: and one felt that poor food and
(Itlart ers mlade the deployment unpleasant.]

5. What is your present status in your unit?

a. [art -time 26.4%
h). Full-t ime 73.6%

Il'i ll-t inie respondents-air technicians and active Guard/Reserve-were asked
to skip to quiest ion 8.1

63. What best dlescrib~es your civilian status?

a. I have full-tine employment . 67.9%
1). 1 have p~art-tim~e employment. 10.7%Y
c. I am self- employed. 7. 1%
d.- I 8111 a StudenCt. 3.6%
c. I anm a homemaker. 7.1%
f. I amn unemployed. 0.0%
g . Other. 3.6%

7. What is your c(iv ilian job?

Jl(espoiiscs Were (dividled into six categories. The "tradhitional" category included
several occuipat ions, but all appeared to be nonseasonal jobs requiring eight-
hour (lays, live days per week.

Airline 42.8%
Iea('lling 4.8%(M
Govermnmt 14. 3%N
P rofessionial 23.8%
Sales 4.8%
lra(Iift onal 9. 5(Vo



8. In your present situation, what is the maximum length of a tour that you
could volunteer for deployment to USAFE?

[Technicians and AGRs were told to assume no limitation imposed by their unit.]

Par-time Fldl-tinie

a. 15 days 67.9% 15.41/o

b. 30 days 10.7% 33.3%
c. 45 days 7.1% 2.6%
d. 60 days 3.6% 7.7%
e. 90 days 7.1% 9.0%
f. 135 days - 1.3%
g. More 3.6% 30.7%

9. flow oflen could you deploy for this length of time?

Part-time Full-time

a. Every 6 months 10.7% 21.8%
b. Every year 67.9% 47.4%
c. Every 2 years 17.9% 17.9%
d. Every 3 years 3.5% 12.9%1/

10. When are you available for deployment?

Parl-tine Full-time

a. Spring - 2.6%
b. Summer 14.3% 2.6%
c. tFall - -

d. Winter - --
e. Anytime 85.7% 94.8%

I . If one were available, would you volunteer for a three-year active duty (Title
10) tour to USAFE? (Assume that it would be accompanied and that you could
return to your home unit in your present status afterward.) (Select one)

Part-time Pull-time

a. Yes (certain or almost certain). 28.6% 47.4%
b. Very likely (better than 50/50). 7.1% 16.7%
c. About 50/50 that I would volunteer. 3.6% 10.3%
d. Not very Likely (less than 50/50). 10.7% 11.5%
e. No (certain or almost certain). 50.0% 14.10/0

1 Ia. I would be more likely to volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to
USAFE if
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[The largest number of respondents (23) indicated that the location of an active
duty tour would have the greatest bearing on whether or not they would
volunteer. Nine said they would volunteer if they were assured of promotion.
and five said that they would volunteer if pay were equal to or greater than their
present pay. Five respondents said that they would volunteer if they could be
accompanied. Of course, this was a premise of the question.]

Items 12-20 are statements about Checkered Flag deployments. Circle the
answer that corresponds to how you feel about your experiences. Please be
honest. If you want to explain your answer, use the back of this page.

12. I would volunteer for Checkered Flag again.

a. Strongly agree 41.7%
b. Agree 43.5%
c. Uncertain 10.2%
d. Disagree 3.7%
e. Strongly disagree .9%

13. Checkered Flag was a very challenging experience.

a. Strongly agree 25.2%
b. Agree 57.0%
c. Uncertain 7.5%
d. Disagree 9.4%
e. Strongly disagree .9%

14. After Checkered Flag, I had a greater sense of accomplishment than I do
after most deployments.

a. Strongly agree 27.1%
b. Agree 39.3%
c. Uncertain 19.6%
d. Disagree 13.1%
e. Strongly disagree .9%

15. 1 learned more from Checkered Flag than from the training I get at home,
say at drill or during summer camp.

a. Strongly agree 29 0%
b. Agree 41.!%
c. Uncertain 10.3%
d. Disagree 18.70/
e. Strongly disagree .9%
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16. I feel I was adequately prepared for Checkered Flag.

a. Strongly agree 23.6%
b. Agree 58.6%
c. Uncertain 6.6%
d. Disagree 9.4%
e. Strongly disagree 1.8%

17. Checkered Flag (the last one, if you have been on more than one) was a
slmoot h operat ion.

a. Strongly agree 15.4%
1). Agree 38.5%
c. Unicertaini 20. 1%
d. Disagree 23.1%
e. Strongly disagree 2.9%

18. My unit has no major problenis in planning and executing a Checkered Flag
deployIent.

a. Strongly agree 15.4%
b. Agree 35.6%
c. Uncertain 20.0%
d. Disagree 21.3%
e. Strongly disagree 7.7%

19. Each time my unit perfonns a Checkered Flag deploy-nent, it becomes easier.

a. Strongly agree 1 1.2%
b. Agree 45.8%
c. Uncertain 25.2%
d. I)isagr-e 15.9%
e. Strongly disagree 1 .9%

20. Checkered Flag would have been more valuable to me if I could have stayed
longer.

a. Strongly agree 9.3%
b. Agree 22.4%
c. 1 JInerl atn 15.0%
d. )isagree 48.6%
e. Strongly disagree 4.7%
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21. If you agree with no. 20. how long?

[Over 30 percent (31.4%) of the total number of respondents answered this
question. Although one pilot suggested that 18 months would have been the
right amount of time, the avci age i,-sponse was five weeks.]

22. What changes could be made In Checkered Flag to make it more valuable
to you?

[Fifleen respondents felt that the Checkered Flag deployments should have been
better planned and organized. Ten indicated that the areas of mobility and
transportation needed Improvement. Eleven individuals felt that quarters and
meals could be better. Eight of the pilots felt that they needed more environ-
mental flying. (Some indicated that they should have concentrated on learning
the flying area rather than doing range work and practicing tactics.) Several
people commented on problems with integration Into the NATO system: nine
said they needed more opportunity to practice tactics in the environment, and
four recommended better coordination with NATO tasking agencies. Four
respondents felt that too many people were included on the deployments,
making them more expensive than they should have been.]

23. Checkered Flag was

a. one heck of a deal 32.7%
b. not too bad of a deal 53.8%
c. not too good of a deal 13.5%
d. not a good deal
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Results of the Creek Corsair Questionnaire

Eighty-one of the 215 participants in Creek Corsair (37.7%) responded to the question-
naire. The rank, average length of service, and average age for both officer and enlisted
respondents are as follows:

Officer Number Enlisted Number

01 1 E2 1
02 5 E3 5
03 8 E4 3
04 7 E5 14
05 6 E6 14
06 1 E7 II

E8 2
E9 3

Total 28 53

Average Average Years Average Years Average
Years in ANG Prior Service Total Service Age

Ollicer 11 2 14 36
Enlisted 14 2 16 36
Combined 13 2 15 36

The Questionnaire

(The numbers and percentages included below did not appear in the original question-
nairc. The author's commentary is enclosed in square brackets.)

If yoti have had prior service out of CONUS, please list each occurrence by location, year.
and total months.

[Well over one-third (37.0%) of the respondents had active service out of CONUS. The
average length was 17 months. Almost one-fourth (23.5%) reported experience In
Sott heast Asia.]

Total n imber of out -of-CONUS deployments with the Guard:

[Average number per respondent was about four (4.2) deployments.]
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Type of work you did with Creek Corsair:

Number Percenrtage

a. Maintenance 49 60.5
b. Logistics 0 0.0
c. Administration 2 2.5
d. Pilots 24 29.6

e. Other 6 7.4

1. Which exercises have you participated In?

Percer age of respondera Vs

who participated in each

a. Checkered Flag 59.3

b. Red/Green Flag 71.6
c. Annual field training (off home station) 75.3
d. Gun Smoke 27.2

c. Coronet Cove 76.5

f. Combat Archer 11 I.
g. None 3.7

h. Other 23.1

IThe average person had at least four deployments with which to compare Creek Corsair.]

2. How do the exercises you circled compare? Please list them-from most to least
valuable-according to what you think their value has been to you as a guardsman.

Include Cicuk Corsair and all deployments you circled above.

[Twenty-four of the 59 respondents t40.6%) who answered the question listed Creek

Corsair first, and another 19 (32.2%) listed it second. Approximately the same percent-

ages held true for pilots only and maintenance personnel only. Of the respondents who

participated in a Checkered Flag, approximately the same percentage ranked that

deployment first or second as did those who ranked Creek Corsair first or second. Three
people (5.1%) listed Creek Corsair last.]

3. Why was the exercise listed first valuable to you?

[(Only respondent- who ranked Creek Corsair first are included.) Ten respondents
thought that integrating with NATO and USAFE made the exercise valuable. Ten valued

the real-woild training opportunities. Three pilots thought the tactics they practiced

contributed to the value of Creek Corsair. One person commented that the pressure of
the exercise made It beneficial.]
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4. Why was the exercise listed last not as valuable to you?

[Of the three people who listed Creek Corsair last, one was a pilot who wanted better
integration of A-7 capability into mixed packages with the host unit, one, from main-
tenance, had only one other exercise with which to compare Creek Corsair, but thought
Creek Corsair was valuable; one maintenance person simply said h. did not accomplish
anything.]

5. What is your present status in your unit?

a. Part-time 35.8%
b. Full-time 64.2%

[Full-tit --- respondents--air technicians and active Guard/ Reserve-were asked to skip
to quest, ,, 8.1

6. What best describes your civilian status?

a. I have full-time employment. 62.1%
b. 1 have part-time employment.
c. I am self-employed. 10.3%
d. I am a student. 27.6%
e. I am a nomemaker.
f. I am unemployed.
g. Other (explain).

7. What is your civilian job?

[Responses were divided into six categories. The "professional" and "skilled-labor"
categories included several occupations, but all appeared to be nonseasonal, for eight
hours a day, five days per week.

Airline 35%
Teaching 5%
Sales 10%
Government 5%
Professional 35%
Skilled Labor 10%]

8. In your present situation, what is the maximum length of a tout- that you could
volunteer for deployment to USAFE?
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[Technicians and AGRs were told to assunie no limitation imposed by their u nit.1

" art-t imelt 1, t"- im c,

a. 15 (tavs 34.6'!t 19. U)%i

1). 30 davs 44.8% 45. 1
c. 45 days 2.0%
(1. 60 dav 10.3% 13.7%
e. 90 days 11 8%
f. 135 days
g. More '0.3% 7.8%

9. fhow often could you deploy for this length oftinie?

Part-time fM ill- irme

a. Ever, 6 riollllis 2 1 .,% 27.5%
b. Every year 67.,, 43.0%
c. Every, 2 years 7. 1 N 27.5%
d. Every 3 years 3.6% 2.0%

10. When are you available for deployment?

Part-time Fill-t ime

a. Spring 3.5% 1.9%
b. Summer 31.0% 1.9%
c. Fall - -

(1. Winter - I.9/o
e. Anytime 65.5% 94.3%

1 i. If one were available, would you volunteer for a three-year, active dlty Fitle 10) toui
to IJSAFE? (Assume that it would be accompanied and that you could retuni to your
home unit in your present status aflerward.) (Select one)

Part-time Frill-time

a. Yes (certain or almost c('crai). 20.7% 20.0%
1). Very likely (better than 50/50). 3.5% 14.0%
c. About 50/50 that I wotild volunteer. 20.7% 18.0%
d. Not verN likely (less than 50/50). 24.1% 26.0%
c. No (certain or almost certain). 31.0% 22.0%
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lItems 12-20 are statenients aoubt Creek Corsair. Circle the answer that corresponds to

how oi feel about your experiences in West Germany. Please be honest. If you want to

explain your answer, use the back of this page.

12. 1 would volunteer for Creek Corsair again.

a. Stron gly agree 66.7%

b. Agree 25.9%
C. IlceItai 6.2%

d. Disagree 1.2%

e. Strongly disagree -

13. Creek Corsair was a very challenging experience.

a. Stronglv agrree 34.6%

1). Ag ree 48.1%

c. Jncertialin 11.1%

d. Disagree 6.2%

e. Strongly disagree

14. Afer leaving [West] Germany, I had a greater sense of accomplishment than I do aflter

most deployments.

a. Strongly agree 28.8%

b. Agree 41.2%

c. Uncertain 12.5%

d. Disagiree 16.2%

e. Strongly disagree 1.3%

15. 1 leanied more from Creek Corsair than from the training I get at home, say at drill

or(I during stumnmier caip.

a. Strongly agree 40.8%

). Agree 25.9%

C. U Iwertailn 16.0%

d. Disagree 14.8%

'. St roilnly disagree 2.5%

16. 1 feel I was adequately prepared for Creek Corsair.

a. St rongly agree 30.9%

b. Agre( 59.3%
C. I J1certai 6. I%
d. Tisagel-ce 3./7%

e. Str(ngly disagree
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17. Creek Corsair was a smooth operation.

a. Strongly agree 22.3%
b. Agree 50.6%
c. Uncertain 11.1%
d. Disagree 14.8%
e. Strongly disagree 1.2%

18. My unit had no major problems in planning and executing the Creek Corsair
deployment.

a. Strongly agree 30.9%
b. Agree 40.7%
c. Uncertain 13.6%
d. Disagree 13.6%
e. Strongly disagree 1.2%

19. There are several major changes that should be made if we do another Creek Corsair.

a. Strongly agree 18.5%
b. Agree 33.3%
c. Uncertain 23.5%
d. Disagree 24.7%
e. Strongly disagree

20. Creek Corsair would have been more valuable to me if I could have stayed longer.

a. Strongly agree 9.9%
b. Agree 14.9%
c. Uncelain 33.3%
d. Disagree 40.7%
e. Strongly disagree 1.2%

21. If you agree with no. 20, how long?

(Of the 24.8 percent who agreed or strongly agreed, over half recommended four weeks;
however, the average length was six weeks.]

22. What changes could be made in Creek Corsair to make it more valuable to you?

[The respondents made many suggestions for improving Creek Corsair, arranged below
in general grotipings. The author's comments are in parentheses.

"'wenty IrlInaiteIance people felt that there were not enough of them to perlnn safely in
-I chemical warfare environanent and produce the number of sorties required. (Main-
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teinance is spread among aircraft shelters and is quite different than operating from a
flight line. h'lh Creek Corsair operation needs a mininm of two people per shelter to
perform maintenance or launch aircraP .)

Nine peot)1e thoulghit that lhe flying schedule should not have been spread over a 12-hour
work shift. They felt that the detachment should not have deviated from its schedule to
a('V o)tiiOate Iit llost init's schedule. (The schedule was shifted to match the host
ii nit's ill ordcr to flv inticgrate(l sorties. Solutions included adding more people and more

aircraft. or workiig out an agreemlcnt with the host unit indicating that its schedulers
know a dil idlcrstand il- detachiiciit's linlitatlons. Creek Klaxon had the same problem
unt il a hill-t iri' schedulcr was added.)

Eleveo pilots tho ght that more integrated packages, dissimiliar air combat training
(DA('), or bomb competition with USAFE units would have Improved the training.

Five pilots indicated that USAFE needed to better understand A-7 capabilities so they
c01d itilize tlese aircraft more realistically. (Pilots recognized the need to educate
UISAFE on A-7 capabilities, as 1had the Creek Corsair planners.)

Five peopil t hiolight that host-unit procedures and local-area procedures needed to be
more i ioro ghly briefed.

Five people thought that too many nonproductive Air Force specialty codes (AFSC) were
included in manning. (A miimmal number of supt)ort AFSCs were included in the
deployment packages--e.g.. one mnedic, one food service, one security, etc.-even though
thev did not contribute directly to operations or maintenance functions. The planners
intended for these people to gain experience from the operation. In retrospect, however,
the conmmander felt that these positions should have been replaced with flight-line
personnel.)

Foi ir people felt I hat more aircraft were needed in order to shorten the maintenance day.
(See the above suggestions for shortening the workday.)

Three people indicated that more per diem was needed to compensate for missed meals
ilt lhe messing facilitv (dme to the work schedule. (A per diem of twelve dollars for enlisted
people did iI ('over siircharge and meals.)

Three people walted l more coordinatioi between deploying units, including some overlap
to iniform succeediug units of lessons learned. (Twice as many rooms would have been
rieeled to ac(c(liilodte a in ov'rlap. B('('ause billeing was very limited. this was not
possible. Ihr,. staff probablv provided ei ough cotiuity in operations, but overlap was
probably dcsirathl(" lhr rIailteiaii('e.)

|w ,I)\ i lp d thollghit t hat ea'l 111 nit sIhoid take its own aircraft. (Obviously. the intent
f t le duc luvi llnt was to save tilUiicy by not deploying each unit's aircrali.)j
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23. Creek Corsair was

a. one heck of a deal 54.3%
b. not too bad of a deal 37.1%
c. riot too good of a deal 7.4%
d. riot a good deal 1.2%
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Results of the Coronet Cove Questionnaire

The rank, average length of service, and average age for both officer and enlisted
respondents who participated in Coronet Cove deployments are as follows:

Qflicer Number Enlisted Number

01 1 E2 0
02 0 E3 2
03 1 E4 2
04 10 E5 7
05 6 E6 11

E7 3
E8 0
E9 I

Total 18 26

Average Average Years Average Years Average
Years in ANG Prior Service Total Service Age

Officer 13 3 17 38
Enlisted 12 1 13 35
Combined 12 2 15 37

The Questionnaire

(The numbers and percentages included below did not appear in the original question-
naire. The author's commentary Is enclosed in square brackets.)

If you have had prior service out of CONUS, please list each occurrence by location, year,
and total months.

[Over 27 percent (27.3%) of the respondents had active service out of CONUS. The average
length was 21 months. Furthermore. 13.6 pf-rcent reported experience in Southeast
Asia.]

Total number of out-of-CONUS deployments with the Guard:

[Average number per respondent was about four (4.3) deployments.

Total number of Checkered Flag deployments to USAFE:
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(Average number of Check(red Flag deployments was just over one (1.051 per respondent.]

Type of work you do In your unit:

N umber Percentage

a. Maintenance 24 54.5
1). Logtst is - -

c. Administration 2 4.5
d. Aircrew 14 31.8
e. Other 4 9.2

1. Which exercises have you parlicipated in?

Percerntaye of resporiderts
who part icipated iri each

a. Checkered Flag 77.3
b. Red/Green Flag 50.0
c. Annual field training (off home station) 93.2
d. Creek Corsair
e. Gun Smoke 15.9
f. Combat Archer
g. None
h. Other 50.0

[The average person had at least three deployments with which to compare Coronet Cove,

and none of the repondents answered -g," indicating that Coronet Cove was their only
(leployment.

2. fhow (1o the exercises vou circled compare? Please list them-fron most to least

valuabhe-according to what you think their value has been to vou as a guardsman.
Include all the deployments you circled above.

[More tlhan 20 percent (21. 1%) of the respondents listed Coronet Cove first, and another
20 percent listed it second. Che( kered Flag deployments were the most popular. with
almost 65 percent (64.7%) of those who indicated that they had participated in a

Checkered Flag deployment listing it first or second. Almost one-third (32.4%) of the
respondents listed Coronet Cove as the least valuable deployment.]

3. Why was the exercise listed first valuable to you?
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(Five respondents thought that working in a different environment was valuable, and

another five felt that performing the mission made the experience valuable.]

4. Why was tie exercise listed last not as valuable to you?

[Of lhe people who thought Coronet Cove was the least valuable deployment, six felt that
the training was not realistic and did not facilitate training for the wartime mission: three
fHt that the deployment did not provide enough flying experience.]

5. What is your present status in your unit?

a. Part-time 56.8%
b. Full-time 43.2%

JFull-time respondents-air technicians and active Guard/Reserve-were asked to skip
to question 8.1

6. What best describes your civilian status?

a. I have full-time employment. 81.0%
b. I have parl-time employment. 3.8%
c. I am self-employed. 7.6%
d. I am a student. 3.8%
e. I am a homemaker.
f. I am unemployed.
g. Other. 3.8%

7. What is your civilian job?

[Responses were divided into eight categories. The "traditional" category included several
o(,cupat ions, but all appeared to be nonseasonal jobs requiring eight-hour days. five days
per week. The "irregular" category included flll-time positions requiring nonspecific
hours.

Airline 19.3%
T'eaching 7.7%
(;ovenirnient 3.8%
Professioinal 30.7%
Sale's 7.7%

Trad i I nal 15.4%

Skilled 7.7%

Irregular 7.7'V,]

89



8. In your present situation, what is the maximum length of a tour that you could
volunteer for deployment to USAFE?

[rechnicians and AGRs were told to assume no limitation imposed by their unit.]

Parl-time Full-time

a. 15 davs 44.0% 5.6%

b. 30 days 32.0% 44.4%

c. 45 days 4.0% 5.6%
d. 60 davs 4.0% -

e. 90 days - 5.6%
f. 135 days - -

g. More 16.0% 38.8%

9. How often could you deploy for this length of time?

Part-time Full-time

a. Every 6 months 28.0% 33.3%
b. Every year 64.0% 38.9%
c. Every 2 years 4.0% 11.1%
d. Every 3 years 4.0% 16.7%

10. When are you available for deployment?

Part-time Full-time

a. Spring 4.0%
b. Summer 8.0% -

c. Fall - 5.6%
d. Winter 8.0% 5.6%
e. Anytime 80.0% 88.8%

11. If one were available, would you volunteer for a three-year active duty (Title 10) tour
to USAFE? (Assume that it would be accompanied and that you could return to your
home unit in your present status afterward.) (Select one)

Part-time Full-time

a. Yes (certain or almost certain). 24.0% 40.4%
b. Very likely (better than 50/50). 8.0% 17.5%
c. About 50/50 thai I wouid volunteer. 16.0% 15.8%
d. Not very likely (less than 50/50). 24.0% 15.8%
e. No (certain or almost certain). 28.0% 10.5%
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1 la. I would be more likely to volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to USAFE If

IGuarantee of promotion ranked first, with five people saying they would volunteer in
exchange for a promotion. Four respondents indicated they would volunteer if they could
return to their civilian jobs. and two pilots said they would volunteer if they could fly
F- 15s or F- 16s.]

Items 12-22 are statements about Coronet Cove. Circle the answer that corresponds to
how you feel about your experiences in Panama. Please be honest. If you want to explain
your answer, use the back of this page.

12. Knoxring that Coronet Cove had a real mission made it more important to me than a
deployment like those listed in question one.

a. Strongly agree 23.3%
b. Agree 37.2%
c. Uncertain 11.6%
d. Disagree 25.6%
e. Strongly disagree 2.3%

13. 1 would volunteer for Coronet Cove again.

a. Strongly agree 47.7%
b. Agree 36.4%
c. Uncertain 9.1%
d. Disagree 6.8%
e. Strongly disagree --

14. Coronet Cove was a very challenging experience.

a. Strongly agree 15.8%
b. Agree 45.6%
c. Uncertain 2.3%
d. Disagree 25.0%
e. Strongly disagree 11.3%

15. After leavhig Panama. I had a greater sense of accomplishment than I do after most
deployments.

a. Strongly agree 11.4%
b. Agree 34.1%
c. Uncertain 15.9%
d. Disagree 25.0%
e. Strongly disagree 13.6%
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16. 1 learned more from Coronet Cove than from the training I get at home, say at drill
or during summer camp.

a. Strongly agree 13.6%
b. Agree 34.1%
c. Uncertain 20.5%
d. Disagree 18.2%
e. Strongly disagree 13.6%

17. 1 feel that I was adequately prepared lor the Coronet Cove mission.

a. Strongly agree 50.0%
b. Agree 45.4%
c. Uncertain 2.3%
d. Disagree 2.3%
e. Strongly disagree

18. Training for and actually helping to perform the Coronet Cove mission was a valuable
experience.

a. Strongly agree 25.0%
b. Agree 36.4%
c. Uncertain 18.2%
d. Disagree 15.9%
e. Strongly disagree 4.5%

19. Coronet Cove (the last one, if you have been on more than one) was a smooth
operation.

a. Strongly agree 40.9%
b. Agree 52.2%
c. Uncertain 2.3%
d. Disagree 2.3%
e. Strongly disagree 2.3%

20. My unit has no major problems in planning and executing a Coronet Cove deploy-
ment.

a. Strongly agree 56.9%
b. Agree 40.9%
c. Uncertain
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree 2.2%
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21. Each time my unit perfbrms a Coronet Cove deployment, it becomes easier.

a. Strongly agree 27.3%
b. Agree 56.8%
c. Jncertailn 9. 1%
d. l)isagree 6.8%
e. Strongly disagree

22. Coronet Cove woul have been more valuable to me if I could have stayed longer.

a. Strongly agree 13.6%
b. Agree 2.3%
c. Uncertain 40.9%
d. Disagree 34.1%
e. Strongly disagree 9.1%

23. Ifyou agree with no. 22, how long?

[Of the people who responded to this question, the average recommended length of s. ay
was almost five (4.8) weeks, with four weeks being most common and eight weeks bei ig
the longest.)

24. What changes could be made in Coionet Cove to make it more valuable to you?

IEleven pilots felt that Coronet Cove needed more realistic training. Several suggestions
included upgrading a range to have electronic countermeasures, live ordnance delivery,
more close air support missions (possibly with ground forward air controllers using laser
designators), more variation in planned missions, and possibly nrxinideployments or
out-and-backs to friendiy countries In the region. Several maintenance ,,ersonnel felt
that (he flying schedule should be increased to make thetr jobs more challenging. Two
supervisors indicaled that they felt overall unit training suffered because part-time
guardsmen who supported the Coronet Cove deployment were not available to participate
in more val, iable deployments because of job-related constraints.]

25. Coronet Cove was

a. one heck of a deal 54.5%
1). not too bad of a deal 36.4%
C. not too good of a deal 9. 1%
d. not a good deal
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Results of the Creek Klaxon Questionnaire

A number of senior personnel who participated in Creek Klaxon have retired and were
not available for the survey. Furthev, many part-time Junior personnel have since become
full-time technicians or acUve members of the Guard/Reserve. Many of the units that
participated in the project are now in the process of or are soon to be converting to
single-seat F- 15s and F-16s, a change that eliminates the position of weapon systems
officer (WSO). Because WSOs would probably indicate a preference for longer and more
frequent ovcrseas exercises, data concerning frequency and length of tour do not include
WSO statistics.

The rank, average length of service, and average age for both officer and enlisted
respondents who participated in Creek Klaxon are as follows:

Officer Number Enlisted Number

02 1 E3 2
03 10 E4 4
04 11 E5 41
05 3 E6 48
06 1 E7 29

E8 8
E9 2

Total 26 134

Average Average Years Average Years Average
Years in ANG Prior Service Total Service Age

Officer 12 3 16 37
Enlisted 13 3 17 38
Combined 13 3 17 38

The average age and length of service are higher than those of the general ANG
population because of the time that has elapsed since the conclusion of Creek Klaxon.

The 26 officers who responded represent 26 percent of the 100 officers who participated
in Creek Klaxon; about the same percentage of enlisted personnel responded. Personal
names, unit designations, AFSC, and skill levels were not used in this analysis.

The Questionnaire

(The numbers and percentages included below did not appear in the original question-
naire. The author's commentary is enclosed in square brackets.)
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If you have had prior service out of CONUS. please list each occurrence by location, year.
and total months.

[Over 37 percent (37.3%) of the respondents had active service out of CONUS. The average

length was 21 months. Over 10 percent (11.2%) reported experience in Southeast Asia.)

Total number of out-of-CONUS deployments with the Guard:

[Average number per respondent was 1.5 deployments.]

Type of work you did with Creek Klaxon:

Number Percentage

a. Maintenance 122 76.5
b. Logistics 4 2.5
c. Administration 7 4.3
d. Aircrew 21 13.0
e. Other 6 3.7

1. Which exercises have you participated in?

Percentage of respondents
who participated in each

a. Checkered Flag 26.1
b. Red/Green Flag 40.4
c. Copper Flag 62.7
d. Annual field training (off home station) 59.0
e. Air-to-Air Weapons Systems Evaluation

Program (WSEP) or Combat Archer 55.9
f. William Tell 37.2
g. None 9.3
h. Other 14.3
i. Amalgam Chief 18.7
J. Amalgam Warrior 28.6

[The average person had at least three deployments wIth which to compare Creek Klaxon.]

2. How does Creek Klaxon compare with the exercises you circled? Please list them-
from most to least valuable-according to what you think their value has been to you as
a guardsman. Include Creek Klaxon and all deployments you circled above.
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[Almost 94 percent (93.8%) of the respondents listed Creek Klaxon as the most valuable
exercise. Seven listed it second among at least four exercises, and one listed it fourth
among eight exercises.]

3. Why was the exercise listed first valuable to you?

((Only respondents who ranked Creek Klaxon first are included.) Fifty-nine respondents
indicated that the project's real-world mission made it valuable. Thirty-two respondents
valued working with people from other units and learning how they operated. Twenty-
four respondents thought th-t performing a mission in close proximity to a threat
contributed to the value of Creek Klaxon. Six respondents said that because they were
given more responsibility, Creek Klaxon gave them a sense of accomplishment.]

4. Why was the exercise listed last not as valuable to you?

[Creek Klaxon was not listed last on any questionnaire.]

5. What was your status in your unit prior to Creek Klaxon?

a. Part-time 25.6%
b. Full-time (AGR or technician) 65.6%
c. Full-time alert (alrcrew only) 8.8%

5a. What is your present status in your unit?

a. Part-time 22.5%
b. Full-time 72.6%
c. Full-time alert (aircrew only) 4.9%

[Almost 7 percent (6.8%) of the respondents changed from part-time or full-time alert to
full-time Guard employees. Persons answering b or c to 5a were instructed to skip to
question 8.1

6. What best describes your civilian status?

a. I have full-time employment. 50.0%
b. I have part-time employment. 4.5%
c. I am self-employed. 9.1%
d. I am a student. 15.9%
e. I am a homemaker. 2.3%
f. I am unemployed. 6.8%
g. Other. 11.4%
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7. What is your civilian job?

[Responses were divided into six categories. The "traditional- category included several
occupations. but all appeared to be nonseasonal jobs, requiring eight-hour days. five
days per week.

Airline 14%
Teaching 7%
Farming 7%
Sales 7%
Government 17%
Traditional 48%]

8. In your present situation, what is the maximum length of a tour that you could
volunteer for deployment to USAFE? (Circle one) (Technicians and AGRs: assume no
limitation imposed by your unit).

Part-time Full-time Alert

a. 15 days 9.4% 2.6%
b. 30 days 25.0% 6.2%
c. 45 days 12.5% 15.8% 25%
d. 60 days 15.6% 15.8% 25%
e. 90 days 28.1% 28.9% 50%
f. 35 days 3.1% 4.4% 
g. More 6.3% 26.3%

9. How often could you deploy for this length of time?

Part-time FuYtll-time Alert

a. Every 6 months 16.1% 13.2% 50%
b. Every year 41.9% 48.2% 25%
c. Every 2 years 29.0% 29.8% 25%
d. Every 3 years 13.0% 8.8%

10. When are you available for deployment?

Part-time Full-time Alert

a. Spring 9.4% 5.2%
b. Summer 15.6% 8.7% -
c. Fall - .9%
d. Winter 9.4% 6.1%
e. Anytime 65.6% 79.1% 100%
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11. If one were available, would you volunteer for a three-year. active duty (Title 10) tour
to USAFE? (Assume that it would be accompanied and that you could return to your
home unit in your present status afterward.) (Select one)

Part- Full- Alert
time time

a. Yes (certain or almost certain). 18.8% 37.4% 100%
b. Very likely (better than 50/50). 15.6% 14.8% -

c. About 50/50 that I would volunteer. 18.8% 20.0% -

d. Not very likely (less than 50/50). 12.4% 16.5% -

e. No (certain or almost certain). 34.4% 11.3% -

I I :. I would be more likely to volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to USAFE if

(Almost all respondents who answered this question said they would be more inclined to
volunteer if their families could accompany them. Of course, this would be the case if
the tour were accompanied. Most respondents who answered "no" to question 11 said
that nothing would make them more likely to volunteer.]

Items 12-22 are statements about Creek Klaxon. Circle the answer that corresponds to
how you feel about your experiences at Det 11. Please be honest. If you want to explain
your answer, use the back of this page.

12. While at Det 11, 1 picked up some new ideas from people in other units about how to
better perform my military job.

a. Strongly agree 25.5%
b. Agree 55.4%
c. Uncertain 11.0%
d. Disagree 7.5%
e. Strongly disagree .6%

13. The alert mission made Creek Klaxon more valuable to me than deployments like
those listed in question one.

a. Strongly agree 61.3%
b. Agree 32.5%
c. Uncertain 2.5%
d. Disagree 3.7%
e. Strongly disagree
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14. 1 would have gottenjust as much out of Creek Klaxon had I been there only two weeks.

a. Strongly agree .6%
b. Agree 4.4%
c. Uncertain 6.3%
d. Disagree 43.1%
e. Strongly disagree 45.6%

15. 1 would volunteer for Creek Klaxon again.

a. Strongly agree 83.1%
b. Agree 13.8%
c. Uncertain 3.1%
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

16. Creek Klaxon was a very challenging experience.

a. Strongly agree 58.8%
b. Agree 39.4%
c. Uncertain 1.2%
d. Disagree .6%
e. Strongly disagree

17. After leaving Ramstein, I had a greater sense of accomplishmeni than I do after most
deployments.

a. Strongly agree 61.9%
b. Agree 31.9%
c. Uncertain 3.8%
d. Disagree 2.4%
e. Strongly disagree

18. 1 learned more from Creek Klaxon than from the training I get at home, say at drill
or during summer camp.

a. Strongly agree 38.7%
b. Agree 41.3%
c. Uncertain 10.0%
d. Disagree 9.4%
e. Strongly disagree .6%
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19. My experiences working closely with people from other Guard units have benefited
me since leaving Det 11.

a. Strongly agree 31.3%
b. Agree 60.0%
c. Uncertain 7.5%
d. Disagree 1.2%
e. Strongly disagree

20. I was adequately prepared for the Det 11 mission.

a. Strongly agree 31.3%
b. Agree 56.3%
c. Uncertain 6.2%
d. Disagree 5.6%
e. Strongly disagree .6%

21. Training for and actually helping to perform the Creek Kaxon mission was a valuable
experience.

a. Strongly agree 61.3%
b. Agree 38.1%
c. Uncertain .6%
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

22. Even though people came from many units, Creek Klaxon was a smooth operation.

a. Strongly agree 31.3%
b. Agree 56.3%
c. Uncertain 10.0%
d. Disagree I ?A/.
e. Strongly disagree .6%

23. What changes could have been made in Creek Klaxon to have made it of more training
value to you?

[The overwhelming majority of the respondents felt that no changes were necessary.
Several aircrews said that more flying training should have been available. But this would
have required more aircraft and maintenance personnel and thus would have violated
the requirement of performing Creek Mlaxon with minimum resources.]
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24. Creek Klaxon was _____

a. one heck of a deal 93.0%
b. not too bad of adeal 7.0%
c. not too good of a deal
d. not. a gfood deal
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Questionnaire Totals

The rank, average length of service, and average age for both officer and enlisted
respondents who participated in the four deployments are as follows:

Officer Number Enlisted Number

01 2 E2 4
02 8 E3 13
03 22 E4 14
04 36 E5 92
05 26 E6 111
06 3 E7 61

E8 14
E9 11

Total 97 320

Average Average Years Average Years Average
Years in ANG Prior Service Total Service Age

Officer 12 3 16 38
Enlisted 12 2 15 36
Combined 12 2 15 37

Personal names, unit designations, Air Force specialty codes, and skill levels were not
used in this analysis.

The Questionnaire

(The numbers and percentages included below did not appear in the original question-
naire. The author's commentary is enclosed in square brackets.)

If you have had prior service out of CONUS, please list each occurrence by location, year,
and total months.

[Over 35 percent (35. 1%) of the respondents had active service out of CONUS. The average
length was 22 months. Over 15 percent (15.3%) reported experience in Southeast Asia.

There were no pilots under 30 years of age with prior service, and exactly 20 percent of
the pilots 35 and under had prior service. Of the pilots over 35, over 70 percent (71. 1%)
had prior service, and almost one-third (31. 1%) had SEA experience.

Nonpilot respondents in all age groups had considerably more prior experience than did
pilots. For example, almost 60 percent (58.4%) of all nonpilot respondents had prior
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service, and almost 40 percent (38.2%) of those 30 years of age and under 1Lid prior

service.]

Total number of out-of-CONUS deployments with the Guard:

(Average number per respondent was about three deployments.]

Type of work you do in your unit:

Number Percentage

a. Maintenance 270 64.4
b. Logistics 8 1.9
c. Administration 25 6.0
d. Aircrew 78 18.6
e. Other 38 9.1

5. What is your present status in your unit?

a. Part-time 33.7%
b. Full-time 66.3%

(Full-time respondents-air technicians and active Guard/Reserve-were asked to skip
to question 8.]

6. What best describes your civilian status?

a. I have full-time employment. 66.7%
b. I have part-time employment. 3.5%
c. I am self-employed. 7.8%
d. I am a student. 14.2%
e. I am a homemaker. .7%
f. l am unemployed. 2.1%
g. Other. 5.0%

7. What is your civilian job?

[Responses were divided into the following categories:

Pilot 19.8%
Teacher 6.69o
Government worker 9.4%
Professional 18.9%
Sales person 8.4%
Manager 3.8%
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Farner 1.9%
Skilled worker 25.5%
Unskilled worker 5.7%]

8. In your present situation, what is the maximum length of a tour that you Could
volunteer for depl)ymlent to USAFE?

I'echiii('ians and AGRs were told to assume no linitat ion imposed by their 1init .1

Part-tine niil-linie

I 15 days 38.6% 10.2%

h. .30 days 24.8% 23.3%
C. 45 days 6.6% 8.4%
d. 60 days 8 .0,/o 12.0%
c. 90 (iavs 7.3% 18.5
1. 135 days !.5% 2.5%
g. More 13.2% 25.1%

. tlw ofteln ('ml(1 You deploy for this length of time?

Part -lime IP l-I tine

;I. tverv 6 months 20.0% 21 .7%
1). Every year 60.7% 46.0%
c. Every 2 years 13.3% 23.5(/
d. Every 3 years 6.0% 8.8%

l'lc ,lta Irorim (iiestions 8 and 9 were used to find the average nuinber of days that the

rrspi demis colild h(ph) each year by totalinig the number of (lays per year that each

pcr, mi was willing to dcpoy amid dividing that total by the number of respondents. The

Si-Sml Is I')r sc'vI-al ('alegories of resl)ondent s are list ed below:

U', sJxnulri t (al 'yorj Days per Year

lotal 70.7
Part-I inie 53.6
till-tinie 79.4
Part - in e pilots 42.0
F1 ll-t ilne pilots 64.5

'ica jI f tic ratio of pail -linie to fiill-finie personnel in t lie ANG popuilatioi dilffers fromll
Ihat iii the (iiestionnaire sampling, tle above total is skewed in faivor of fill-tinme

giuiardsniei. Sinc' Ihis ratio in the AN(i popi lation is approxinalely 7,5 percent to 25

perceit , it is possible to weight t he av'rages accordingly. 'llie resiuilts are listeld below.
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Resjxmdent Catqgonj ')ays per Year

Total (weighted) 60.1
Pilot (weighted) 47.7

Anot her met I10(1 of analyzing tie same d,.ta is to consider the i)ercentage of res)ondent
who could delploy for a given nuinber of days:

Hesn(b'rIt Can Deploy 45 Can Deploy 30
Categom! Days or Loiqer Daqs or Longer

Part -time 30.4% 57.1%
Full-t ime 57.2% 79.3%
Tot al (weighted) 37.1% 62.6%
Pilot (weighted) 23.4% 56.7%)

10. When are you available for deployment? (Circle one)

Part-time Fi i ie

a. Spring 3.6% 3.3%
1). Simmer 16.9% 4.7%
c. Fall - .7%
d. Winter 3.6% 4.3%
c. Anytime 75.9% 87.0%

I 1. if oie were available, would you volunteer Ior a three-year active duty (Tille 10) tour
to IJSAFEI? (Assunme that it would be accomamnied and that you could return to your
home unit in your present status aflerward.) (Select one)

Part- Mll1- Weqled
lim~e tiifle

a. Yes (certain or almost certain). 26.8% 37.8% 29.6%
1). Very likely (better than 50/50). 8.0% 16.4% 10.1%
c. About 50/50 that I would volunteer. 12.3% 16.4% 13.3%
d. Not very ik y (less lha 50/50). 18. 1% 16.4% 17.7%
c. No (certain or almuost certain). 34.8% 13.0% 29.3%
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[Thie following resulis are taken only from pilot respondents to quiestionI 11:

Part- Full- Weited
timne timie

,i. Yes (certain or almiost certain). 24.4%/ 33/ 26.6%/
1). Wry likely (better than 50/50). -7.6% 1.9%
c. About 50/50 that I would volunteer. 9.8% 18.5% 12.0%
d. Not very likely (less than 50/50). 29.3% 18.5% 26.6%
c. No (certain or almost certain). 36.5%/ 22.10/ 32.9%/0

1 Ia. I wold 1)e more likely to volunteer for a three-year active duty tour to USAFE if

Ili" 1';ir, t lie argest nuimber of r#cspondlents indicated that location of the active duty tour
wold have thle greatest bearing on whether or not they would volunteer. Many said they

wouild volunteer if they were assured of promotion or some other pay benefit. Many
resp)ondenlts also said that they would volunteer if they could be accompanied. Of course,
Ihi's wits a preinise of the quest ion.]



Glossary

AAF Army Air Forces

AAFCE Allied Air Forces Central Europe

At3 air base

ACT air combat training

ADO assistant director for operations

AFB Air Force base

AFR Air Force regulation

AFRES Air Force Reserve

AFRI alert force readiness inspection

AFSC Air Force specialty code

AVFP additional flying training periods

AGR active Guard/Reserve

ANG Air National Guard

ANGM Air National Guard manual

ANGR Air National Guard regulation

ANGSC Air National Guard Support Center

ASLAR aircraft surge launch and recovery

ATAF allied tactical air force

ATC air traffic control

ATOC allied tactical operatio-is center

CAS close air support

COB collocated operating base

CONUS continental United States

CW chemical warfare

IJACT dissimilar air combat training

IJet detachment

DO Directorate of Operations
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DOD Department of Defense

ECM electronic countermeasures

FAC forward air cont roller

FIG fighter interceptor group

FIW fighter interceptor wing

FWS Fighter Weapons School

GAO General Accounting Office

IMA individual mobUization augmentee

IMC instrument meteorological condition

IN intelligence

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

MAC Military Airlift Command

MSK mission support kit

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NGB National Guard Bureau

OPCON operational control

OPlan Operation Plan

OpOrd Operation Order

ORI operational readiness inspection

PACAF Pacific Air Forces

PPBS Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System

PPlan programming plan

RTiU replacement training unit

SEA Southeast Asia

SOC sector operations center

SOF supervisor of flying

SOUTItAF United States Air Force South

TAC Tactical Air Command

TACM Tactical Air Command manual

TASS tactical air support squadron

TDY temporary duty
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TFG tact ical lighter group

TFS tactical fighter squadron

TFW tactical fighter wing

UEI unit effectiveness inspection

USAF United States Air Force

USAFE United States Air Forces in Europe

USAFEM United States Air Forces in Europe manual

USAFER United States Air Forces in Europe regulation

USARSO United States Army South

USC United States Code

VFR visual flight rules

WRSK war readiness spares kit

WSEP Weapons Systems Evaluation Program

WSO weapon systems officer
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